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Abstract:
This doctoral thesis focuses on the evaluation of the World Bank (WB) performance in deliv-
ering development aid to the Least Developed Countries (LDCs). For this purpose, an extensive 
research was performed to analyze a set of 790 Implementation Completion and Results reports 
for key economic and financial indicators. Results of this research provide various insights for 
the appraisal and the results stage of project delivery of the LDCs in different continents. In the 
final part of the economic and financial analysis the minimum Social Return on Investment 
(SROI) of the LDCs including all project costs was calculated. This SROI ratio outcome of 1 and 
1.06 in the weighted and 1.3 and 1.72 in the unweighted case indicate that projects delivered by 
the WB have a positive effect on the poor countries. In the second part of this research project the 
data set of the ICR reports was qualitatively researched for negative ratings according to 3 core 
assessment categories for the overall project performance: Sustainability, bank performance and 
borrower performance. As a result the most critical categories respectively risks were outlined. 
In conclusion, the research analyses and findings support the general demand to provide even 
more development assistance to poor countries.
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Summary 
 
This doctoral thesis focuses on the evaluation of the World Bank (WB) performance 
in delivering development aid to the Least Developed Countries (LDCs). For this 
purpose, an extensive research was performed to analyze a set of 790 
Implementation Completion and Results (ICR) reports for key economic and 
financial indicators such as the Net Present Value (NPV) and the Economic Rate of 
Return (ERR). Results of this research are presented in the economic and financial 
analysis part of this paper and provide various insights for the appraisal and the 
results stage of project delivery of the LDCs in different continents: The project 
appraisal portfolio NPV (91 projects) for LDCs lay between 17,667 and 20,067 Mio 
USD with total project costs of 13,981 Mio USD. When the 3 NPVs above 1,000 Mio 
USD were excluded the NPV value decreased to 4,678 in the minimum and 4,713 
Mio USD in the maximum case with total project costs of 8,021 Mio USD. The 
portfolio NPV at the result stage of the LDCs (168 projects) remained positive with 
NPV values ranging from 42,059 to 50,779 Mio USD (33,506 Mio USD total project 
costs) and from 6,188 to 7,799 Mio USD (20,280 Mio USD total project costs) 
excluding the 7 outlier projects with abnormally “high-value” NPVs. Overall, the 
portfolio NPV and the related NPV/capital cost ratio of the Asian continent were 
slightly higher than those of Africa. The direct comparison of the appraisal vs. the 
result values showed that project outcomes developed as planned. The results of 
the minimum and maximum arithmetic means of the ERRs of the non-NPV projects 
were 18.91 and 31.35 percent. Even though lower than the ERRs of the NPV 
projects, they were still noticeably higher than the corresponding discount rate of 11 
percent. In the final part of the economic and financial analysis the theoretic 
minimum Social Return on Investment (SROI) of the LDCs was calculated. The 
SROI ratio outcome of 1 and 1.06 in the weighted and 1.3 and 1.72 in the 
unweighted case indicate that projects delivered by the WB have a positive effect 
on the poor countries. In the second part of this research project the data set of the 
ICR reports was qualitatively researched according to 3 core assessment categories 
for the overall project performance: Sustainability, bank performance and borrower 
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performance. The objective of the qualitative data analysis was to determine the 
major reasons for negative category ratings. It was found that fiduciary risks were 
the primary risks relating to 54.8 percent of the negative sustainability projects of 
the LDCs. In the bank performance category, implementation framework was the 
major issue affecting 96 percent of all negative bank performance projects within 
the LDCs, whereat the borrower performance suffered mostly from inadequate 
borrower competence affecting every fifth project researched within this paper. In 
conclusion, the research analyses and findings support the general demand to 
provide even more development assistance to poor countries. The paper closes with 
a critical acclaim and recommendations for future development aid project execution 
as well as an outlook and suggestions for future research within the area of 
development aid. 
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1 Introduction  
1.1      Introduction to the Topic 
Over the course of the last 2 centuries, global prosperity has accelerated and each 
generation has been encouraged to meet new challenges to “make the world better” 
by lifting up human well-being. Nevertheless, the picture does not look promising 
everywhere. Still today, about 3 Mio people live on less than 2 dollars a day. More 
than 8 hundred Mio do not have enough to eat, 10 Mio children die every year from 
diseases which could be easily prevented, and AIDS is killing close to 3 Mio people 
a year. 1 billion lack access to clean water and some 2 billion people lack access to 
sanitation. Furthermore, roughly 1 billion adults are still illiterate and up to 25 percent 
of the children in poor countries do not finish primary school.1  
According to experts, there are 10 significant challenges within the global poverty 
context: air pollution, conflict, disease, global warming, education, sanitation and 
water, malnutrition and hunger, trade barriers and subsidies, women, and develop-
ment and terrorism.2 To address global poverty problems and help the poorest billion 
improve their situations, many development aid organizations and so called human 
aid institutions have arisen, particularly in the last few decades.3 
The new millennium has also offered prospective hope in solving global prosperity 
problems through emerging technologies as part of the ongoing IT boom and the 
continued economic progress in China, India, and Russia. Although Africa is still in 
a miserable crisis, a spread of democracy throughout the continent has given hope 
to the possibility of activating processes to use new technologies to fight different 
diseases. The most vivid reflection of this was the Millennium Assembly which took 
place at the United Nations (UN) in New York. It was the largest assembly of world 
leaders in history with 147 heads of state and government attending. For this occa-
sion, UN Secretary-General Kofi Annan presented the document “We the Peoples: 
                                              
1 Cf. Easterley (2006), p. 7.; Sachs (2005), p. 360.  
2 Cf. Lomborg (2009), p. 2. 
3 Cf. Easterley (2008), unpag. 
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The Role of the United Nations in the 21st Century”, laying out a critical view of the 
global challenges of our time, such as extreme poverty, environmental damage, ma-
jor disease problems, civil conflicts and war. This document became the basis for 
the Millennium Declaration which sets forth a series of time-bound and quantified 
goals, the Millennium Development Goals (MDGs).4 
1.2 Assessing Poverty Problems and Achieving Economic 
Growth  
The problem of how to end poverty in our world has been widely discussed through-
out literature, whereat most of all the research indicates that those countries affected 
are caught in a ''poverty trap.'' A combination of poor geography, health care and 
infrastructure prevent some societies from generating any economic surplus (this is 
especially the case for Sub-Saharan Africa). To help such countries make the first 
step on the economic ladder of development, far more aid assistance from “rich 
world countries”, debt forgiveness, better trade terms, and access to good technol-
ogies need to be ensured. This is generally referred as the “top-down” approach for 
economic assistance. Jeffery D. Sachs can be regarded as a main driver of this 
approach, and there are also other important supporters, such as Paul Collier.5 
There are, however, opponents who do not believe in any “utopian” top-down ap-
proach. William Easterly is a well-known proponent among those who believe that 
helping the poor is only possible through simple and cost-effective means of foreign 
aid such as dietary supplements (e.g. vitamins, infant formula, and iodine), fertilizer 
subsidies, education in sexual practices (usage of condoms) and urban water pro-
vision.6 
Beyond these competing opinions of how foreign aid assistance should be applied, 
a new “contra foreign aid” opinion had also emerged. This was first advocated by  
                                              
4 Cf. Sachs (2005), p. 210 et seq. 
5 Cf. Collier (2008), unpag.; Sachs (2005), p. 242 et seq. 
6 Cf. Easterly (2006), p. 327 et seq. 
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Dambisa Moyo with her book “Dead Aid”, arguing that economic growth and a sig-
nificant decline in poverty can be achieved without reliance on foreign aid or aid-
related assistance.7 
Nevertheless, there are some common ideas and agreements on how to start im-
mediately with foreign aid solutions, regardless of the opposing opinions on how to 
apply Official Development Assistance (ODA) most efficiently:8 
 
 Promotion of understanding ODA as a subsidy 
 Grants instead of loans9 
 Differentiated diagnoses according to the country specific needs by shifting 
from supply to demand focus 
 Competitive advantages and accountabilities of aid agencies 
1.3 Millennium Development Goals 
The MDGs were unanimously agreed by the 191 UN member states that culminated 
in the signing of the United Nations Millennium Declaration in 2002. In principle, 
these goals stand for the main objectives of our endeavors to solve world poverty 
problems and gain global prosperity. The MDGs consist of the following 8 goals:10 
 
 Goal 1: Eradicate extreme poverty and hunger  
 Goal 2: Achieve universal primary education  
 Goal 3: Promote gender equality and empower women  
 Goal 4: Reduce child mortality  
 Goal 5: Improve maternal health  
 Goal 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other diseases  
                                              
7 Cf. Moyo (2009), unpag. 
8 Cf. Easterly (2006), unpag.; Sachs (2005), unpag.; Schabbel (2006), p. 281 et seq. 
9 Author’s Note: Grants are funds given as subventions to recipient countries, whereas this money 
normally does not need to be paid back. In contrast, loans are borrowed money which the borrower 
generally must pay back, usually with interest costs. 
10 Cf. Easterly (2006), p. 8; Sachs (2005), p. 25; United Nations Development Programme (2011): 
Millennium Development Goals. 
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 Goal 7: Ensure environmental sustainability  
 Goal 8: Develop a Global Partnership for Development 
 
Today, the 8 MDGs are broken further down into 21 quantifiable targets that are 
measured by 60 indicators.11 To ensure that the MDGs can be achieved and to put 
a realistic plan into place, the UN Millennium Project was founded in 2002. The pro-
ject was engaged by 250 central global expert participants who represented each 
part of the entire UN system (WHO, UNICEF, the Food and Agriculture Organiza-
tion, The United Nations Environment Program, etc.). In order to estimate the total 
amount of foreign aid available through the MDGs, each country must first offer a 
detailed costing plan based on the Millennium Project methodology. This has been 
outlined by a minimum amount of 135 to 195 billion USD per year for the period of 
2005 through 2015 (this is about 0.44 to 0.54 percent of the rich-world GNP each 
year). Based on the official calculations from 2005/06 and the MDGs Summit out-
come in 2010, this means that ODA would need to be more than doubled for the 
majority of the Least Developed Countries (LDCs) to reach the MDGs and for pov-
erty to be halved by 2015.12 
The most disappointing results in solving extreme poverty can be observed in Africa. 
While some of the North African states will be able to halve poverty on time, most 
                                              
11 Author’s Note: Find the full list including all targets and indicators in Appendix A. 
12 Cf. Sachs (2005), p. 223 et sqq.; United Nations Development Programme (2011): The 2010 MDG 
Summit Outcome. 
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of the Sub-Saharan African countries (known as Black Africa) will not succeed in 
doing so, despite an average economic per capita growth rate13 of 3.3 percent.14 
A high-level forum was convened by the Secretary-General on the 23 September 
2013. The forum was used to catalyze and accelerate further action to achieve the 
MDGs and to enhance the counselling of the General Assembly. Using concrete 
examples of scaling up success and identifying further opportunities was a key ob-
jective as well. Looking at the fact sheets of the single MDGs, the progress towards 
reaching them is good, but not sufficient in order to completely achieve the full scope 
for each one of them on time.15 
Days later on 25 September 2013, the president of the UN General Assembly hosted 
a special event in order to follow up on the efforts made towards achieving the 
MDGs.16 At this special event UN Secretary-General Ban Ki-moon presented to 
member states his report entitled “A Life of Dignity for All”. This document was 
adopted by the member states, and herein the world leaders renewed their commit-
ment to meet the MDG’s targets and goals. In order to do so a high-level summit will 
be scheduled for September 2015. The aim of the summit is to adopt a new set of 
goals which will build upon the achievements of the MDGs. 
In this context, questions such as these have been introduced into the global po-
verty discussion:17  
                                              
13 Cf. Besley/Burgess (2003), unpag.; Lopez (2004), p. 2 et sqq.; Schabbel (2006), p. 192 et seq., p. 
213: A substantial number of studies found that there is a positive relationship between growth and 
poverty, which is a finding that reaches a relative high standard of consensus among development 
researchers. Although empirical observations support the view that growth is pro-poor, there is still 
a very uneven extend to which growth reduces poverty (at a given growth rate, poverty reduction is 
very uneven across countries). Among 71 studies about the relationship between growth and pov-
erty, only 1 study outlined a statistically negative relationship and 31 studies reported inconclusive 
results (statistically insignificant), which is due to the fact that there is a lack of a (strong) analytical 
framework for evaluating the causal relationships in various studies because aid is given in many 
different forms and for a lot of different purposes. Moreover, 40 studies showed a statistically positive 
impact of aid on growth. This shows that the majority of case studies have proven that foreign eco-
nomic development assistance can affect economic results positively. 
14 Cf. Calderisi (2006), p. 2 et sqq.; Collier (2008), p. 3 et sqq.; Schabbel (2006), p. 114; Wolff (2005), 
unpag. 
15 Cf. UN (2015); Cf. Appendix B provides an overview of the current progress towards the MDGs. 
16 Author’s Note: The president of the UN General Assembly is appointed every year. In 2013 the 
president of the UN General Assembly was John William Ashe from Antigua and Barbuda. 
17 Cf. Ahrens (2005), unpag.; Easterley (2006), p. 24; Köhler et al. (1996), unpag. 
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 Does Western-aid have a positive effect on the LDCs from a financial point 
of view? 
 How effective are development aid projects at a country or continent (portfo-
lio) level? 
 Why are so many countries still failing to achieve economic success? 
 How sustainable are the outcomes of development assistance projects? 
 What are the problems of development aid projects? 
 
With the aim of unearthing answers to these questions, this doctoral thesis will focus 
on analyzing development aid effectiveness, bank and borrower performance, as 
well as the sustainability of development assistance projects lead and conducted by 
the WB within the LDCs. 
1.4 Development Aid 
Development aid has multiple names in the vernacular, such as development assis-
tance, international aid, foreign aid, technical assistance, ODA. In principle, all of 
these terms are based on the same understanding: Financial aid provided by gov-
ernments and other agencies in order to support and address the challenges of de-
veloping countries. The challenges to be addressed can vary by country and nature, 
e.g. economic, social, environmental and political development deficits. However, at 
the very core, providing or delivering development assistance should always follow 
the humanitarian aspect –focusing on alleviating poverty in the long term.18 
Generally, each low-income country which wants to receive development assistance 
from most major donors and lenders is asked to define country specific poverty re-
duction strategy paper (PRSP). A PRSP defines the country’s biggest needs and 
areas where development assistance is required. PRSPs are most of all required by 
the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the WB before a country can be consid-
                                              
18 Cf. Georgeou (2012), p. 23 et sqq.; Kanbur (2006), unpag. 
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ered for debt relief. Besides the country specific needs a PRSP should be compre-
hensive, aim for partnership relations, result-oriented and based on a long-term per-
spective. Partnership-oriented relations between the donors and its recipients have 
gained more importance during the last decades in order to move away from the 
traditional situation which was dominated by the wealth and knowledge leadership 
of one side. Traditionally, development aid comes from the Western industrialized 
countries whereat nowadays poorer countries also do their best to contribute. There 
are different dimensions of how development aid can be provided:19  
 
1. Multilateral: Given by a donor country to international or supranational “ac-
ting” development aid organizations, such as the WB or the UN agencies 
(World Health Organization (WHO), World Food Programme (WFP), United 
Nations Children's Fund (UNICEF), United Nations Development Programme 
(UNDP) and International Monetary Fund (IMF). 
2. Bilateral: Given from one country directly to another; also referred as nation-
state development aid, e.g. the ODA of a government. 
3. Non-state (mostly associations): Provided by non-governmental organiza-
tions (NGO) such as Oxfam or Welthungerhilfe. 
 
Approx. 80 percent of development assistance is provided by governmental sources 
as ODA whereat the proportion is currently about 70 percent bilateral and 30 percent 
multilateral. The remaining 20 percent of delivered aid comes from private sources 
such as NGOs or other development foundations.20 
 
 
                                              
19 Cf. Georgeou (2012), p. 23 et sqq.; Kanbur (2006), unpag. 
20 Cf. Georgeou (2012), unpag.; Kanbur (2006), unpag.; Sachs (2005), p. 18 et sqq. 
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2 Research Approach 
In this chapter, the research objective and relevant terms, definitions, and methods 
are explained in detail. Furthermore, the structure of this doctoral thesis, the data 
set used as a research basis, and the conclusive findings are also presented and 
discussed.  
2.1      Objective 
The purpose of this research project is to establish an evaluation approach for as-
sessing the (economic) performance of development aid projects and to understand 
the gaps for successful delivery. In order to do so, key financial figures such as the 
NPV and the ERR are evaluated. Comparison of NPV appraisal values to actual 
results at project completion will provide insights to understanding how projects de-
velop in general. Reviewing the outlined ERRs against overall project performance 
ratings will serve as an approach to assessing the potential ERR outcomes for pro-
jects which have not disclosed any economic or financial figures. The data set upon 
which these analyses shall be based is sourced from the Implementation Comple-
tion and Results (ICR) Reports of the WB. As a central element the Social Return 
on Investment (SROI) concept will be discussed within this research paper. The idea 
is to calculate the SROI ratio of the LDCs as well as to compare its continental out-
comes based on development aid’s direct market values. Additionally, causes for 
low sustainability of the outcomes and bad performances of the bank and borrower 
will be qualitatively assessed and recommendations for future project deliveries out-
lined. Overall, this paper aims to contribute to the ongoing development aid discus-
sions driven by the WB and the UN. 
2.2 Structure 
In principal this doctoral thesis consists of 2 main parts: A financial and a qualitative 
data analysis based on the data set of the ICR reports of the WB. In order to lead 
the reader to the central topic of the economic and financial analysis the first chapter 
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deals with the challenges to fight global poverty. In the second chapter the research 
approach itself is presented to set the basic understanding for this paper, and the 
objective and structure of this paper are further defined. Furthermore, important 
facts and definitions about the LDCs, WB, the data access and relevance of it and 
the term performance are given. The chapter is concluded by specifying the study 
and research questions and outlining the challenges and contribution of this thesis.  
Chapter 3 focuses on the theoretical foundations of the economic and financial anal-
ysis. Here, the concept of the SROI, its process and impact map, and the funda-
mentals of the Cost-Benefit-Analysis (CBA) as well as the proper calculation of the 
SROI are explained and outlined. The second part of Chapter 3 then specifies the 
financial figures and identified NPV-Cost-Ratios (NPVCRs) of the SROI calculation 
according to the background of the ICR data set. The final part of the chapter intro-
duces additional economic and financial indicators which are disclosed within the 
ICR reports and could eventually be used to evaluate the WB performance further. 
In the fourth chapter the economic and financial analysis itself is conducted. In this 
context, the appraisal and result NPV values of the LDCs and its continents are 
presented and compared. Additionally, the results of the disclosed ERRs and the 
potential outcome for the non-financial figure disclosure projects are pointed out. 
Last but not least the results of the additional financial figures are presented. The 
final subchapter deals with the evaluation of the proper SROI ratio of the LDCs and 
its continents under consideration of different calculation approaches. 
In chapter 5 the foundations for the qualitative data analysis are set, before the re-
sults of low sustainability and the causes for bad bank and borrower performances 
are evaluated and outlined. This chapter concludes the findings of this thesis and 
also presents recommendations for future development aid project deliveries of the 
WB. In this final chapter a critical acclaim to the outlined approaches and an outlook 
to further researches within the context of development aid delivered by the WB are 
provided to round off this dissertation project.  
 10 
 
2.3 Least Developed Countries 
The categorization of LDCs21 was created by the UN Economic and Social Council 
through its Committee for Development Policy in 1971. Currently 4922 developing 
countries from Africa (34 countries), Asia (14 countries) and Latin America (LA; 1 
country) are classified as least developed by having a low level of per capita income 
and human resource development and a high degree of economic vulnerability:23 
 
 
Table 1: Overview of the LDCs24 
 
 
                                              
21 Author’s Note: In principal, there have been 3 country groups identified by the UN which face 
specific development challenges: a) the LDCs itself, b) Land-locked Developing Countries (LLDCs) 
and c) Small Island Developing States (SIDS). However, subject to this paper are the LDCs only. 
22 Author’s Note: South Sudan became a LDC in 2012. 
23 Cf. Least Developed Countries (2014); UNCTAD (2014): Data on Least Developed Countries. 
24 Cf. UNCTAD (2014): UN list of Least Developed Countries. 
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The following criteria, which were revisted by the Committee in 2012 during the 
triennial review, apply to all LDCs:25 
 
1. Low-income criterion: based on a 3-year average estimate of the gross 
national income (GNI) per capita  
2. Human Asset Index (HAI) – based on indicators of   
a) nutrition – percentage of population undernourished 
b) health – mortality rate for children aged 5 years or under 
c) education – the gross secondary school enrolment ratio and  
d) adult literacy rate 
3. Economic Vulnerability Index (EV) – based on indicators of  
a) population size 
b) remoteness 
c) merchandise export concentration 
d) share of agriculture, forestry and fisheries in gross domestic product 
e) share of population living in low elevated coastal zones 
f) instability of exports of goods and services 
g) victims of natural disasters and 
h) instability of agricultural production 
 
In order for a country to be defined as a LDC all of the following critera have to be 
met: 
 
 GNI Per Capita: 992 USD or less 
 HAI: 60 or less 
 EVI: 36 or more 
 
As per an evalutation by the UN, the annual gross domestic product (GDP) per 
capita for LDCs amounted to 684 USD on average.26 
                                              
25 Cf. Least Developed Countries (2014); UNCTAD (2014): Data on Least Developed Countries. 
26 Cf. Least Developed Countries (2014); UNCTAD (2014): Data on Least Developed Countries. 
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In order for a country to graduated out of the LDC status, 2 of the following 3 critera 
must be met:27 
 
 GNI Per Capita: 1,190 USD or more 
 HAI: 66 or more 
 EVI: 32 or less 
 
All LDCs have adopted special support measures in order to recognize and monitor 
their particular problems. Meanwhile, their development challenges are on the 
agenda of major international UN conferences and assemblies. The Fourth UN 
conference on the LDCs, held in 2011 in Istanbul (Turkey), took stock of the actual 
economic and social situation in the LDCs and adopted a set of development actions 
and strategies for these countries for the period of 2011-2020. As a result, the 
following 8 items have been defined as priority areas of action: 
 
1. Productive capacity 
2. Agriculture, food security and rural development 
3. Trade 
4. Commodities 
5. Human and social development 
6. Multiple crises and other emerging challenges 
7. Mobilizing financial resources for development and capacity-building and 
8. Good governance at all levels 
 
The LDCs benefit from differential treatment in international economic and financial 
relations, such as market access preferences and priorities in terms of technical 
assistance by donor nations. All measures are designed to overcome structural 
disadvantages, support physical infrastructure development, develop human 
resources, and strengthen institutional capacities. The overarching goal is to 
                                              
27 Cf. Least Developed Countries (2014): A country also qualifies for graduation if its GNI per capita 
is 2,380 USD or more, independent of its HAI and EVI scores. 
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eradicate poverty and achieve the agreed development goals in order to move out 
of the LDC category.28 
2.4 World Bank 
The WB is one of the largest global financial institutions that serves as a vital source 
of financial and technical assistance providing funds (most of all loans respectively 
credits) to developing countries for capital programs. It is not a bank in the ordinary 
sense but a unique partnership and global union to reduce poverty and support de-
velopment. The WB was created at the Bretton Woods Conference in New Hamp-
shire (US) in 1944 and became operational on the 27th of December in 1945. Along 
with it, IMF was also established. Since July 1st in 2012 Jim Yong Kim is the 12th 
president leading the WB.  
The underlying objective of the WB and its operations is to increase productivity, 
incomes and welfare (“standard of living”). Furthermore, wages and employment  
should be raised and the working conditions, such as the conditions of labor, in the 
territories of member countries should be improved.29 
The WB itself must not be confused with the World Bank Group (WBG) which is a 
member of the UN. The headquarters of WBG is in Washington, D.C., employing 
more than 10,000 employees in around 120 locations worldwide. The Group con-
sists of 5 international organizations which all supply funds to the LDCs:30 
 
 International Bank for Reconstruction and Development (IBRD)  
 International Development Association (IDA)  
 International Finance Corporation (IFC) 
 Multilateral Investment Guarantee Agency (MIGA) 
 International Centre for Settlement of Investment Disputes (ICSID) 
                                              
28 Cf. UNCTAD (2014): Data on Least Developed Countries; Author’s Note: So far, the following 3 
countries have graduated from LDC status: Botswana in 1994, Cape Verde in 2007 and Maldives in 
2011. 
29 Cf. WB (2014): About; WB (2015): IEG – Cost-benefit Analysis in World Bank Projects; WB (2014): 
What we do. 
30 Cf. WB (2014): About; WB (2014): What we do. 
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The WB comprises only the first 2 institutions mentioned, namely the IBRD and the 
IDA. Today, 188 countries are part of the IBRD and 172 of the IDA institutions.31 
In fiscal 2012, the WBG committed 52.6 billion USD in loans, grants, equity invest-
ments, and guarantees to its members and to private businesses, of which IBRD 
and IDA took the lion share:32 
 
 IBRD commitments totaled 20.6 billion USD (compared with 26.7 billion USD 
in 2011). 
 IDA (Bank’s fund for the poorest countries) made commitments of 14.8 billion 
USD (compared with 16.3 billion USD in 2011). 
 
In general, the WBG is aiming to achieve the following 2 goals for the world by the 
year 2030:33 
 
 End extreme poverty by decreasing the percentage of people living on less 
than 1.25 USD a day to no more than 3 percent. 
 Promote shared prosperity by fostering the income growth of the bottom 40 
percent for every country. 
2.5 Data Access and Relevance 
This chapter deals with the data set used for this research project and thus provides 
an overview of the data access and details on the collection of the ICR reports. 
Afterwards the ICR reports and their content are highlighted before further details 
on the various project types available conclude this chapter. 
                                              
31 Cf. WB (2014): About. 
32 Cf. WB (2014): About; WB (2014): What we do. 
33 WB (2014): What we do. 
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2.5.1 Data Basis 
Research data used for this paper was obtained from ICR documents published by 
the WB on the bank’s homepage. Audiences of this data set are governments, ben-
eficiaries amongst individual countries and around the globe as well as the general 
public.34 As explained in the previous chapter, the WB and its institutions are key 
supporters for addressing and solving the world’s poverty problems. For this reason 
and considering the importance of data quality, WB projects were chosen to be the 
subject of this research project. The initial data load was conducted in September 
2012 with documents (type: spreadsheet) pertaining to 49 LDCs respectively. These 
spreadsheets contain links to around 30,500 documents35 –about 2,000 of which 
being ICR documents– of roughly 5,500 projects. To maintain focus on data with 
required research relevance, this paper only references ICR documents released 
after the MDGs were officially passed (9/8/2000).36 Therefore, this paper is based on 
researching 790 ICR documents among all of the LDCs.37 
2.5.2 Implementation Completion and Results Reports 
The ICR report is one of the main instruments of self-evaluation and serves as an 
integral part to increase development effectiveness of the WB. Reports are prepared 
by the WB at the close of every IDA or IBRD funded operation containing major 
financial figures. The project’s NPV and the ERR 38 are determined and additionally 
the ICR evaluates the degree to which Project Development Objectives (PDO) have 
been achieved by providing outcome ratings in different project categories, such as 
                                              
34 Cf. WB (2012). 
35 Author’s Note: The roughly 30,500 documents consisted of various document types, such as Pro-
ject Appraisal, Staff Appraisal, Procurement Program, Project Plan Country Assistance Strategy, 
Credit Agreement, Environmental Assessment, Sectorial Review (e.g. energy, infrastructure), Annual 
and Board as well as Social Analysis documents respectively reports. 
36 Author’s Note: Projects might have been started and closed before that date already.  
37 Cf. WB (2012). 
38 Author’s Note: Any economic and financial indicator will be explained in chapter 3 Economic and 
Financial Analysis. 
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bank performance39, borrower performance, sustainability respectively risk to devel-
opment outcome. Furthermore, the ICR represents a continuous process of self-
evaluation, lessons learned, knowledge sharing and being accountable for results. 
The following summarizes the main intention of the ICR and its system: 
 
 Provide a complete account of the performance and results of each project 
and operation. 
 Capture and dispose experience from previous projects in order to:  
a) improve future interventions to achieve the goals of the Country As-
sistance Strategy (CAS),  
b) improve the design and implementation of up-coming operations 
through lessons learned, and 
c) ensure a greater development impact and sustainability for these fu-
ture operations. 
 Provide accountability and transparency at the project level while considering 
the bank, borrower and involved stakeholders. 
 Provide an instrument for realistic self-evaluation of performance by the bank 
and borrowers (government and implementation agency). 
 Contribute to databases for analysis and reporting, especially by the Quality 
Assurance Group and the Independent Evaluation Group (IEG) 40 on the ef-
fectiveness of development assistance in contributing to development stra-
tegies at the various levels (sector, country, and global). 
 
The audience for the ICR is both internal (e.g. board members, bank managers and 
staff) and external (governments and their agencies, stakeholders, and beneficiaries 
                                              
39 Author’s Note: In this research project the term “bank performance” is used for the evaluation of 
the performance of the WB.  
40 Author’s Note: The WB projects are being “cross-checked” by the IEG (please refer to 
http://ieg.worldbank.org/). The focus of the IEG lies on reevaluating the project outcome ratings. The 
IEG data evaluation catalog can be accessed via http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/IEG (call on 
2014/12/30). 
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in partner countries, as well as the general public). In general, the final ICR is pub-
licly disclosed at the time it is submitted within the WB and to the board.41 
Although there are “old format style” and “new format style” ICR documents, each 
ICR report follows a certain chapter structure. The old format style ICR reports have 
been disclosed before mid-200542, the new ones after this date. Besides some minor 
differences, such as project type disclosure, controversial sustainability rating cate-
gories and a different chapter setup, the information content of both format styles is 
the same. The generic structure of an ICR report can be presented as follows: 
 
 
Table 2: ICR Report Chapter Structure43 
 
The relevant chapters for this research project can be grouped into 2 different areas: 
1. Chapters relevant for the economic and financial analysis are (part 1): 
a. “Annex 3 – Economic and Financial Analysis” 
                                              
41 Cf. WB (2013), p. 3 et seq.; World Press (2006), p. 1 et sqq. 
42 Author’s Note: The exact date can’t be determined as there are both: ICR documents which were 
disclosed before 2005 based on the new format style structure as well as ICR documents which were 
disclosed after 2005 still being based on the old format style structure. 
43 Source: Own illustration; Author’s Note: Going forward any table, figure and equation created by 
the author is not referenced as such. 
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b. “Annex 1 – Project Costs and Financing” 
2. Chapters relevant for the qualitative data analysis (part 2): 
a. “2. – Key Factors Affecting Implementation and Outcomes” 
b. “4. – Assessment of Risk to Development Outcome / Sustainability” 
c. “5. – Assessment of Bank and Borrower Performance” 
 
The chapter “Project Context, Development Objectives and Design” was used to get 
a better understanding of the project setup, its design as well as the project types 
and sectors. Additionally, chapter “3. – Assessment of Outcomes” and “6. – Lessons 
Learned” were examined to ensure that reasonable conclusions can be made to the 
economic and financial and the qualitative data analysis. 
2.5.3 Project Types 
In order to have a common basis for comparing project outcomes in Africa and Asia, 
a study on the available project types needed to be conducted. The classification of 
project types is based and defined as “Sector and Theme Codes” within the ICR 
documents. Each project can consist of multiple “sector codes” (up to 5 in total) that 
determine the project type for the project funding provided by the WB. As illustrated 
in the following table, for each sector type a percentage is used to indicate how 
much of WB funding allocated to the project had been planned at the appraisal stage 
(“Original” column) and actually disbursed at project completion (“Actual” column):44 
 
                                              
44 Author’s Note: Very often the WB is not the only project donor whereas the sector and theme codes 
distribution is only available for the WB funds but not for other donor funding. As outlined later in this 
thesis the total WB funding only makes up a minor portion of the total funding for the whole of the 
researched projects. 
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Table 3: Example of a Project Type Definition45 
 
In this example the planned WB financing per sector code has been estimated as 
actually disbursed. 
2.6 Term “Performance” 
Generally, performance can be defined as the fulfillment of a given task measured 
against a pre-defined standard of accurateness, cost, and schedule.46 However, in 
this research project performance is referred as the positive or negative outcomes 
of the researched data set. Hereby several factors need to be considered and an-
swers to the following questions will help formulate a judgment on development aid 
delivered by the WB and the potential value-add for the developing countries: 
 
 How can the disclosed financial indicators for the WB projects be interpreted 
and is their outcome positive? 
 In general, do projects run positively or negatively? 
 Are the deliverables of the WB sustainable? 
2.7 Study and Research Questions 
In order to evaluate the economic performance and outcome of development aid 
provided by the WB, the NPV, ERR and other financial key figures available in the 
                                              
45 Cf. Afghanistan: AF_Completion_ICR1263. 
46 Cf. BusinessDictionary (2015). 
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ICR documents were gathered and analyzed. In the economic and financial analysis 
chapter the disclosed project NPVs are used to calculate SROI per continent and 
for the LDCs as a whole. Furthermore, a method for calculating the potential ERR 
outcomes for non-financial indicator (disclosure) projects is presented. The eco-
nomic and financial analysis focuses on the following study questions: 
 
 Are there continental differences for the NPV and cost disclosures? 
 Do projects actually perform as planned? 
 Can the SROI ratio be calculated for development aid projects? 
 What is the average SROI of the LDCs? 
 Are there additional financial indicators which help to evaluate project out-
comes? 
 
In the second part of this doctoral research project several qualitative data analyses 
are performed to discover causes for bad bank and borrower performances and 
negative sustainability ratings47. Based on these research results the following ques-
tions should be answered: 
 
 What are the reasons for bad project performance within the LDCs? 
 How does the WB perform and what are the reasons for bad performance of 
the LDCs and across continents? 
 How does the development aid recipient perform and what are the reasons 
for bad performance within the LDCs and across Africa and Asia? 
 Are the WB projects sustainable? What are the reasons for negative sustain-
ability ratings within the LDCs and across continents? 
 
Additionally, based on the research findings, recommendations to avoid future bad 
performances shall be given. 
                                              
47 Author’s Note: The definition of a negative sustainability rating will be provided in chapter 5.2.1 
Sustainability Rating Definition. 
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Ultimately, the goal of answering the above study questions is to get a detailed un-
derstanding of the effectiveness of development aid projects. This shall in turn pro-
vide an answer to the fundamental question raised by this paper: 
 
 Do WB development aid projects have a positive outcome for the LDCs and 
how can they be improved? 
2.8 Challenges of this Doctoral Thesis 
In general, the common challenges of writing and facilitating a dissertation applied 
to this doctoral research project. These challenges included not only the need for 
development and deepening of professional expertise, but also the creation of a 
realistic work and time concept, and the execution of such concept through tho-
rough research and effective self-management.  
Additionally, specific to this research project, challenges directly related to the na-
ture of the research data set include: 
 
 The data relevant for this research project is only available in pdf format, as 
there is no database which offers public access to the portfolio data required 
for this research project.48 Thus, all economic and financial figures, project 
performance ratings as well as text sections relevant for the qualitative data 
analysis had to be captured manually through each of the 790 ICR docu-
ments. 
 Even though this is a doctoral research project, the volume of data which was 
researched for the economic, financial and qualitative data analysis was 
enormous. The average number of pages per ICR document is 53. Nearly all 
of the reports were disclosed in the English language, with some exceptions 
                                              
48 Author’s Note: The only structured database for viewing ICR relevant project data (project rating 
categories) on a portfolio level is currently created by the IEG (http://data.worldbank.org/data-cata-
log/IEG). However, this database is still not comprehensive (call on 2012/12/26; confirmed via mail 
(2012/12/27) from Jeanette Smith – WB contact (Internal Documents Unit)). 
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in Spanish. In order to perform economic and financial analysis each of doc-
ument was: 
a) Searched by specific and multiple key words and abbreviations 49 in or-
der to ensure different naming conventions and expressions used in 
the ICR documents are covered and 
b) Examined across all relevant sections to ensure no details were 
missed. 
 In many ICR documents project costs are disclosed across different sections 
which made it difficult to capture the total project costs. Further, different ba-
sis for disclaiming project costs (discounted vs. undiscounted costs) were 
used and thus several iterations of matching and validation processes to de-
termine the correct project costs were required.  
 The SROI can only be calculated where the NPV and other relevant key fig-
ures are disclosed. However, there are no mandatory guidelines which en-
force even the attempt to calculate and disclose a project NPV. In many ICR 
reports the following figures and information were difficult to capture –often 
not even disclosed– and therefore needed to be calculated based on a stand-
ard approach: 
a) Total project life span50  
b) Rate of Return (RR)51 used for the NPV and ERR calculation 
c) NPV calculation understanding: At the initial research stage it was not 
clear if NPV calculations at the result stage are a mixture of accumu-
lation and discounting compared to NPV calculations at the appraisal 
stage where values are only discounted due to pure future projec-
tions.52 
                                              
49 Cf. Chapter 4.1 Analysis Approach and Setup.  
50 Cf. Chapter 3.2.2.4 NPV-horizon. 
51 Cf. Chapter 3.2.2.5 Discount Rate. 
52 Author’s Note: As understood during the course of the research conducted any of the outlined NPV 
values within the ICR reports always refers to the start date of the project, regardless if the NPV is 
based on the appraisal (here it is the planned project start date) or the result calculation (actual 
project start date). This guarantees a common basis of comparison as well as a more precise eval-
uation of the project components and their outcomes during the result stage. 
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d) Costs of the NPV calculation: Capital and/or recurring operational and 
maintenance costs53 
e) Discounted vs. undiscounted project costs: There are no common 
rules for the detailed NPV calculation tables within the ICR reports. 
Often the costs and benefits were already outlined as discounted val-
ues for each of the project periods, whereat sometimes this was not 
the case. 
 In order to facilitate the content analysis, relevant sections of each “negative” 
ICR rating category (sustainability and bank and borrower performance) had 
to be placed into a separate word file which could  then be further used for 
using qualitative data research tools (e.g. ATLAS.ti54). 
2.9 Contribution of this Thesis 
One of the key objectives of this research project is to contribute to the overall dis-
cussion of development aid by determining the effectiveness of the WB projects 
using the SROI concept. The research analysis on NPV and additional relevant eco-
nomic and financial indicators (such as costs, RR, project lifetime of the NPV calcu-
lation) in defined ICR reports lays the foundation for applying the SROI concept. The 
focus predominantly being to find the average SROI across all the LDCs. Addition-
ally, a comparison of the 2 major continents –Africa and Asia– is conducted. Quan-
titative assessment of bad performance projects and the subsequent qualitative 
analysis are performed to identify detailed reasons for negative sustainability ratings 
and negative bank and borrower performance. Based on the findings, potential so-
lutions and recommendations to overcome such hurdles are made. In the end, cap-
tured data from the ICR reports is placed in a structured database which can be kept 
alive by adding future ICR data to it.55 A Visual Basic for Applications (VBA) macro 
                                              
53 Author’s Note: In this thesis “recurring operational and maintenance costs” are referred as “recur-
ring costs”. 
54 Cf. http://atlasti.com/.  
55 Author’s Note: The database is spreadsheet-based. Please reach out to the author 
(schaefer.dominik@yahoo.de) for further information.   
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is created to evaluate data fed into the database. Utilizing both tools –the database 
and the VBA program– any set of ICR data can be quickly accessed, analyzed and 
compared (e.g. Africa vs. Asia). 
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3 Economic and Financial Analysis 
This chapter deals with the economic and financial analysis of ICR reports used in 
this research paper. The economic and financial analysis represents one of the 2 
major parts of this doctoral thesis.  
The SROI concept – which represents the central element of the economic and fi-
nancial analysis – will be described below in further detail. After providing the official 
definition of SROI and having a closer look at the concept and its calculation as 
described throughout literature, the second chapter will highlight how the generic 
SROI approach can be applied to the economic and financial data provided by the 
WB ICR reports by looking specifically at key figures provided within the closing 
documents. In the last chapter the additional economic and financial indicators dis-
closed within ICR documents are presented. 
3.1      SROI Concept 
In the following sections, the SROI concept is explained. Firstly, the proper defini-
tion, approach and principles as well as processes of carrying out the SROI analysis 
is compiled and provided. Then the CBA as the context providing method combining 
many of the indicators relevant for SROI calculation is presented. Finally, calculation 
of the SROI value is discussed. 
3.1.1 SROI Definition 
The SROI is an approach which puts a monetary value on different social invest-
ments. The SROI concept was developed by the Roberts Enterprise Development 
Fund (REDF), a philanthropy organization in California. In general, the approach 
can be used by a range of different organization types, such as non-profit (or volun-
tary) and social enterprises across public and private sectors, independent of the 
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company size and maturity. Specifically, non-profit organizations and social enter-
prises use the SROI as a management tool to improve their performance and outline 
added value.56 
Using the SROI approach, social, economic and environmental outcomes of a pro-
ject, organization or policy can be better understood and managed. The objective is 
to reveal the value of outcomes which does not have direct market values, and thus 
the approach uses well-founded financial assumptions based on stakeholders’ ob-
jectives.  
There are 2 types of SROIs, the evaluative and the forecast SROI. Evaluative SROIs 
are based on past outcomes, whereat forecast SROIs predict the social value of the 
future. The approach is similar to the Return on Investment (ROI) method which 
businesses use to value return on investments (also known as discounted cash flow 
method). The ROI approach takes the cash flows which an investment is expected 
to generate over its lifetime and then “discounts” the value of these future cash flows 
to today’s value. A key factor to note about the SROI, is that the calculated ratio 
should not be evaluated as a single number on its own. Instead, the SROI concept 
is a framework which includes the values of people telling a whole story, so that the 
value calculated can be better grasped and managed. The approach is based on 7 
principles:57 
 
1. Involve all stakeholder groups to understand the way in which the organiza-
tion creates change 
2. Understand what changes through acknowledging and articulating all values, 
objectives and stakeholders to define the organization’s scope 
3. Value those things which are excluded from the markets in the same terms 
as used in the markets by using financial proxies for indicators 
4. Be precise in how activities create change and evaluate this based on the 
evidence gathered 
                                              
56 Cf. The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 11 et sqq. 
57 Cf. Compass Partnership – Management Consultants (2011): Social Return on Investment; nef – 
economics as if people and the planet mattered (2011): Social Return on Investment; The SROI 
Primer (2011): Measuring Social Impact: The Foundation of Social Return on Investment [SROI]; 
The SROI Network (2014): What is SROI?. 
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5. Ensure performance is not overestimated through comparing impact with 
benchmarks, targets and existing external standards  
6. Demonstrate the basis for the findings as well as by the use of appropriate 
reporting based on discussions with the stakeholders to ensure transparency 
7. The results should be verified with an independent verification method 
 
The SROI approach is also related to other approaches and concepts such as the 
CBA58, Social accounting59, and Sustainability reporting60 as well as to different out-
come approaches and methods and techniques of economic appraisal61 and the En-
vironmental Impact Assessment (EIA)62.63 
3.1.2 SROI Process and Impact Map 
In order to carry out a SROI analysis, 6 stages need to be followed:64 
 
1. Establish scope and identify key stakeholder: This defines the necessary 
boundaries about what the SROI analysis will cover as well as who will be 
involved and how is important to nail down. 
2. Map outcomes: One of the key elements of the SROI analysis is the so called 
“impact map” (also called a theory of change or logic model). The impact map 
should be established through stakeholder engagement and outlines the re-
lationship between inputs, outputs and outcomes. 
                                              
58 Cf. Chapter 3.1.3 Cost-Benefit-Analysis. 
59 wiseGEEK (2014): “Social accounting is a type of accounting that a business performs to place a 
value on the influence its operations have on society. It requires that enterprises look closely at all 
that it does and what kind of impact its activities have on people, places, and the environment.” 
60 Global Reporting Initiative (2014): “A sustainability report is a type of corporate or organizational 
report. A sustainability report conveys sustainability-related information in a way that is comparable 
with financial reporting.” 
61 HealthKnowledge (2014): “Economic appraisal and economic evaluation are general names for a 
set of techniques that weigh up the costs of an action against the benefits that it provides.” 
62 European Commission (2014): ”Environmental assessment is a procedure that ensures that the 
environmental implications of decisions are taken into account before the decisions are made.” 
63 Cf. The SROI Network (2014): SROI Guide - How SROI relates to other approaches. 
64 Cf. The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition; The SROI Network (2014): SROI 
Guide - Impact Map for worked example. 
 28 
 
3. Evidence outcomes and put a value on them: This stage requires finding data 
to show whether outcomes have happened followed by giving them a mone-
tary value. 
4. Establish impact: The SROI analysis requires that those aspects of change 
that resulted as a matter of fact and would have happened anyway or are a 
result of other factors are taken out. 
5. Calculate the SROI: In this stage all benefits are added up before any nega-
tives are subtracted and finally the result is compared with the investment. 
This is also the stage where the sensitivity of the results can be subject to 
tests. 
6. Report, share and embed: This critical last step involves the verification of 
the report created, sharing the findings with stakeholders using an interactive 
approach, and embedding the processes which generated good outcomes. 
 
As previously mentioned, a key element of the SROI analysis is the impact map 
which illustrates the chain of economic value creation. During the process of estab-
lishing one, stakeholders, inputs and outputs as well as calculations and financial 
proxies for the changes are defined, and the SROI specific calculation variables for 
the identified activities such as the deadweight65, displacement66, attribution67 and 
drop-off68 (e.g. by using benchmark indicators) are determined. The following illus-
trations provide an example based on “MDG 6: Combat HIV/AIDS, malaria and other 
                                              
65 The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 56: “Deadweight is a measure of 
the amount of outcome that would have happened even if the activity had not taken place. It is cal-
culated as a percentage.” 
66 The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 84: “An assessment of how much 
of the outcome has displaced other outcomes.” 
67 The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 59: “Attribution is an assessment 
of how much of the outcome was caused by the contribution of other organisations or people. Attri-
bution is calculated as a percentage (ie the proportion of the outcome that is attributable to your 
organisation).” 
68 The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 61: “In future years, the amount 
of outcome is likely to be less or, if the same, will be more likely to be influenced by other factors, so 
attribution to your organisation is lower. Drop-off is used to account for this and is only calculated for 
outcomes that last more than 1 year.” 
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diseases” to demonstrate the SROI concept and how an impact map should be set 
up:69 
 
 
Figure 1.1: MDGs Impact Map70 
 
                                              
69 Cf. The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition; The SROI Network (2014): SROI 
Guide - Impact Map for worked example. 
70 Source: Own illustration, following The SROI Network (2014): SROI Guide - Impact Map for worked 
example. 
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Figure 1.2: MDGs Impact Map71 
 
 
                                              
71 Source: Own illustration, following The SROI Network (2014): SROI Guide - Impact Map for worked 
example. 
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Figure 1.3: MDGs Impact Map72 
As indicated by the example in the above figures, the setup of the SROI analysis for 
the identified MDGs’ activities consists of 5 stages. Based on the activities relevant 
for calculating the respective NPV/SROI, the stakeholders and the changes for each 
of them will be evaluated in the first stage. In the second stage the stakeholders’ 
investments (inputs) and the outcomes of the same will be described. Stage 3 then 
examines the indicators for measuring the outcomes, the sources used to determine 
the changes as well as the financial proxies utilized and the concrete values of the 
changes. The fourth stage then determines the measures and assessments for cal-
culating the impacts of the changes. Finally, stage 5 calculates the PVs based on 
the RR for future years to determine the SROI, before in stage 6 the results are 
verified and shared with stakeholders.73 
3.1.3 Cost-Benefit-Analysis 
The CBA –sometimes called Benefit-Cost-Analysis– is often used as an umbrella 
term for different analysis in order to compare costs and benefits, or rather whether 
the present value (PV) of benefits of a given project exceeds the PV of costs. The 
CBA as a term refers to 2 things:74 
 
1. Discipline which is used to help assess and appraise the case for a project 
or a proposal (project appraisal). 
2. Informal approach to any kind of decision making. 
 
Regardless of the definition the process requires the weighting of the expected total 
costs against the total benefits of the different options available. It is an economic 
tool to aid social decision-making often used by governments to assess the impacts 
and attractiveness of a given intervention in markets and different types of cross-
regional programs. The aim is to evaluate the efficiency of the planned intervention 
                                              
72 Source: Own illustration, following The SROI Network (2014): SROI Guide - Impact Map for worked 
example. 
73 Cf. The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 9. et seq. 
74 Cf. Ferrara (2010), unpag.; Gabler Wirtschaftslexikon (2014): Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse. 
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project relative to the status quo. The related costs and benefits of the intervention 
impacts are assessed and rated in terms of the general willingness of the public to 
pay for them (benefits) or willingness to pay to avoid them (costs). The principle idea 
of the CBA is to consider all parties and stakeholders affected by the intervention 
and put a monetary value of the change on their “welfare” as it would be valued by 
them. Inputs are normally measured in terms of opportunity costs, whereat it is often 
difficult to construct meaningful measures of the costs and benefits of specific tasks, 
actions, and outcomes. In practice, the estimation of costs and benefits is generally 
based on survey methods and historical and benchmark data, whereat the CBA at-
tempts to have a common temporal basis of comparison for all costs and benefits. 
Therefore, the CBA is normally based on a time value of money formula which ba-
sically means that any future expected cash flows of costs and benefits are dis-
counted to the PV. During the course of a CBA, monetary values are often assigned 
to less tangible effects, for instance to various risks such as market penetration, 
long-term strategies, environmental and political changes that could negatively af-
fect certain project components or the project as a whole. This normally comes into 
play when governments use methods or techniques in order to decide whether to 
introduce new business regulations, offer new drugs or build new roads. In such a 
case a value must be put onto human life and the environment which obviously 
comes along with controversial discussions. The main purpose of the usage for 
CBA, but not the exclusive one, is to assess the monetary amount of (very) large 
private as well as public sector projects and programs. This is because those types 
of projects tend to include both scenarios where costs and benefits are either less 
flexible to be expressed in financial terms (e.g. environmental changes) or the op-
posite. The practice of CBA generally differs between countries and amongst sec-
tors within countries (e.g. health and transport). Methods and indicators often used 
within the context of the CBA, such as the Benefit-Cost-Ratio (BCR), NPV, ERR, 
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Net Benefits75 are also used in the ICR evaluation of the WB and thus forms a part 
of this research project.76 
3.1.4 SROI Calculation 
The first step in calculating the SROI ratio requires the projection of all outcomes –
based on their persistence– into the future. This sets the basis for calculating the 
PV and NPV. Based on the outcomes’ persistence, the values of their impact are 
set –normally for 1 time period (usually 1 year). The value for each outcome is then 
applied across the number of periods it will last, before any drop-offs are subtracted 
for each of the future periods after the first period. In the second step the NPV needs 
to be calculated. In order to do so the costs paid and the benefits received in different 
periods need to be added up. To ensure that the costs and benefits are compared 
on an equal basis, discounting is used (this is generally referred as “time value of 
money”). In order to appropriately valuate future cash flows, the determination of the 
appropriate RR is key. Obviously, this is a controversial area with ongoing discus-
sion and research since short-termism is encouraged by discounting the future. The 
most commonly applied model of the PV can be described as follows:77 
 
 
Equation 1: Present Value78 
 
                                              
75 Author’s Note: all of the mentioned methods and concepts will be explained in detail at the appro-
priate place during the course of this research paper. 
76 Cf. Boardman/Greenberg/Vining/Weimer (2010), unpag.; Ferrara (2010), unpag.; Gabler Wirt-
schaftslexikon (2014): Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse. 
77 Cf. Investopedia (2014): NPV; Projektmagazin (2014); Investopedia (2014): PV; The SROI Network 
(2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 66. et sqq. 
78 Cf. Own illustration, following The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 66. 
et seq. 
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The PV is defined as the current worth of a future sum of money of cash flows given 
a specified RR. In principle, future cash flows are discounted at a specific RR, 
whereat the higher the RR, the lower the PV of the future cash flows. The NPV can 
be defined as the difference between the PV of cash inflows and the PV of cash 
outflows. The following formula shows the calculation of the NPV. The only differ-
ence comparing to the formula of the PV is that instead of the “Value of Impact” the 
total cash flows (cash in and out) per period are applied to the numerator:79 
 
 
Equation 2: Net Present Value80 
 
A NPV greater than 0 indicates the investment as value adding. A NPV less than 0 
indicates that the investment would have a negative outcome in terms of adding 
value for the investors and thus is not recommended. In the case of NPV equal to 
0, the investment provides neither a positive nor a negative value add.81 
In order to calculate the SROI ratio the discounted value of benefits (PV) needs to 
be divided by the discounted total respective investment costs: 
 
 
Equation 3: Social Return on Investment Ratio82 
 
                                              
79 Cf. Investopedia (2014): NPV; Projektmagazin (2014); Investopedia (2014): PV; The SROI Network 
(2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 66. et sqq. 
80 Cf. Own illustration, following The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 66. 
et seq. 
81 Cf. Investopedia (2014): NPV; Investopedia (2014): PV; The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in 
English 2012 Edition, p. 66. et sqq. 
82 Cf. Own illustration, following The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 68. 
et seq. 
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An alternative calculation is the Net SROI ratio, whereat here the NPV is divided by 
the discounted total costs: 
 
 
Equation 4: Net Social Return on Investment Ratio83 
There is one thing which needs to be noted when looking at official documents or 
publications such as the SROI Network (2014) or Többen (2011): In general the 
calculated SROI ratio is based on a one-time investment in period t = 0 –there are 
no recurring costs for the periods after t = 0. Since normally cash flows do vary from 
period to period (Hannerer (2011) provides a better example with varying, recurring 
costs per period), this in general does not reflect reality. Therefore, recurring costs 
based on further investments, resource and maintenance costs need to be consid-
ered.84 As discussed in more detail in chapter 3.2.2.2 Capital and Recurring Costs 
recurring costs do apply for most of the WB projects. 
3.2 SROI of World Bank Projects 
In this chapter details on the calculation of the SROI using the ICR reports of the 
WB are discussed. In the following the purpose of the CBA and the indicators which 
are relevant for the SROI calculation, specifically within the context of the WB data-
base used for this research paper, will be analyzed. Afterwards the different types 
of NPVCRs identified during the course of this research are introduced, before the 
approach for calculating the proper SROI ratio of the LDCs is presented. The chap-
ter closes with outlining the understanding of the portfolio and sensitivity analysis of 
this thesis. 
                                              
83 Cf. Own illustration, following The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 68. 
et seq. 
84 Cf. The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 64 et sqq.; Többen (2011), p. 
29 et sqq.; Hannerer (2011), p. 48 et seq. 
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3.2.1 Purpose of the Cost-Benefit-Analysis 
The CBA is a technique which has been used by the WB since the early 1970s. In 
principle, it serves the WB as a self-evaluation and verification tool for stakeholders 
outside the WB. Further, it is one of the core in-house reporting instruments to inform 
the Board of Directors that the WB’s operations indeed have a net positive effect on 
the welfare of the member countries. Since the CBA normally produces both a NPV 
and an ERR calculation, the WB’s policy directs it to help the borrowing countries to 
select the highest-NPV project. Further on this, a country would as well be instructed 
to “do nothing” in case even the best alternative discloses a negative project NPV. 
Generally, a negative project NPV implies that through the borrowing process at a 
certain interest rate the country as a whole becomes poorer. However, in regards to 
IDA funds which usually contain large grant elements, a negative project NPV does 
not necessarily mean that the country would get poorer. Nevertheless, such nega-
tive NPV projects waste funds from donor countries when possibly better alterna-
tives could have been pursued and obviously global resources get wasted. Interest-
ingly, neither of the described issues is empirically significant, whereat projects with 
a CBA and NPV calculation almost always report an ERR as well. Still, since the 
ERR says nothing about the quality of the analysis, the NPV method is the main 
criterion for the WB in order to evaluate project outcomes.85 
3.2.2 Indicators of the SROI Calculation 
In this chapter the relevant indicators of the ICR report for the SROI calculation of 
the LDCs are presented and discussed. 
3.2.2.1      Net Present Value 
The NPV disclosure within the ICR reports builds the foundation for the proper SROI 
calculation of the LDCs of this research project. Not only is NPV the central concept 
                                              
85 Cf. Baneth, Jean (1996), p. 29 et sqq.; Pearce/Giles/Susana (2006), p. 70 et seq.; WB (2015): IEG 
– Cost-benefit Analysis in World Bank Projects, p. 2. 
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of the SROI calculation in general and that it defines if an investment is meaningful 
or not, it is further the preferred method of project evaluation of the WB. The NPV 
disclosed within a report is also commonly referred to as the Economic-NPV or E-
NPV86. A positive NPV contributes to the fundamental objective underlying the WB’s 
policy which is the strengthening of a country’s economy, and more generally, the 
increase in welfare of poorer countries. Thus, a positive effect on a single country’s 
economy has a positive ripple effect on the world’s economy itself or –most posi-
tively spoken– the country itself does require less or none funds in the future.87 In 
principle, there are 2 types of NPVs which can be identified for WB projects: 
 
1. Overall-NPV: The sum of NPVs of each existing project component. Gener-
ally, all project costs (all capital/investment and recurring costs) have been 
considered in order to calculate the overall-NPV.88 Depending if the project 
consists of 1 or multiple components and if in the latter case the ICR docu-
ment discloses each component NPV separately or the sum of the overall 
project NPV itself, it is necessary to distinguish between 2 overall-NPVs: 
a. Manually calculated overall-NPV: The sum of the NPVs of each exist-
ing project component which has been manual calculated by the au-
thor. 
b. Overall-disclosed NPV: The disclosed NPV of the whole project. Inde-
pendent of whether the project consists of 1 or multiple project com-
ponents, the overall-disclosed NPV is the accumulated NPV gener-
ated from all project components. In the ICR documents the overall-
disclosed NPV is generally referred as the “NPV of the whole project” 
or the “overall-NPV of the project”. 
                                              
86 Author’s Note: Within this research paper the abbreviation “NPV” is used for the E-NPV. 
87 Cf. Pearce/Giles/Susana (2006), p. 70. 
88 Author’s Note: Please refer to the NPV calculation of any country ICR document publicly available 
under the WB homepage (http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/country). However, there are 
some overall-NPVs where not all invested capital costs of the project have been considered for the 
NPV calculation. 
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2. Partial-NPV: The NPV of a project component or of multiple project compo-
nents, but never refers to all project components. A partial-NPV is only de-
clared in case the ICR document does not disclose an overall-NPV. To cal-
culate a partial-NPV only related project costs (capital and recurring costs) of 
the corresponding project components haven been considered.89 There are 2 
types of partial-NPVs which can be distinguished:90 
a. Component-NPV: Based on at least 1 project component, but can also 
be the NPV of multiple components. In case of multiple components 
the component-NPV is mostly manually calculated. 
b. Sample-NPV: Refers to neither a whole project nor multiple project 
components. A sample-NPV normally showcases based on a few pro-
ject specific activities or tasks how valuable the investment would be.  
 
For all of the above mentioned types and sub-types of NPVs there are again 2 dif-
ferentiations: 
 
1. Standalone-NPV: This NPV is outlined as a single value. That is the usual 
disclosure of a NPV within the ICR reports. 
2. Scenario-NPV: This NPV is disclosed as a range of multiple values, whereat 
there are at least 2 values. The 2 values outlining the most negative and most 
positive value are defined as the minimum and the maximum NPV of the 
scenario-NPV. For this research project only the outlined minimum and max-
imum NPV values are taken into account.91  
 
Furthermore, every NPV is categorized into 1 of 3 groups, depending on its valua-
tion: 
                                              
89 The question why the ICR department of the WB doesn’t take all project components into account 
when calculating the partial-NPVs’ is discussed in chapter 3.2.4 Calculation of the proper SROI Ratio. 
However, it is an open question if the amount of the recurring costs for partial-NPVs would actually 
be higher in case all project components would have been considered. 
90 Author’s Note: Please refer to the NPV calculation of any country ICR document publicly available 
under the WB homepage (http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/country). 
91 Author’s Note: The reason for the existence of scenario-NPVs are sensitivity analysis using differ-
ent parameters for e.g. the RR, project lifetime, cash flows in order to account for unpredictable 
changes in the future.  
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1. Positive NPV: Described by a positive value which is greater than 0. In case 
of a scenario-NPV, the overall- or partial-NPV of the project is defined as 
positive if the minimum and maximum NPVs are both positive. 
2. Neutral NPV: Exists only for a scenario-NPV and is described by the fact that 
the minimum NPV value is negative and the maximum NPV value is positive. 
3. Negative NPV: Described by a negative value which is less than 0. In case 
of a scenario-NPV, the overall- or partial-NPV of the project is defined as 
negative if the minimum and maximum NPVs are both negative. 
3.2.2.2      Capital and Recurring Costs 
In order to calculate SROI based on disclosed NPVs the corresponding cost infor-
mation needs to be gathered based on the NPV-disclosing ICR document. In prin-
ciple, there are 2 different types of costs which need to be distinguished: 
 
1. Investment or capital costs: Capital costs are costs of funds used for finan-
cing a business.92 Cost of capital depends on the mode of financing used, 
whereat in the context of development aid funds from the donor countries –
or more specific from the WB– it is provided to the government of the fund-
receiving country. The agreed funding93 is then used to ensure that the project 
objectives are fulfilled within the foreseen project timeframe. Therefore, cap-
ital costs can include expenses on works, goods and equipment, services, 
consulting, training, resources as well as contingencies. In general, the fund-
ing provided does mirror or cover the project required capital costs. Depend-
ing on whether it is a partial- or overall-NPV, the costs to be applied may vary. 
                                              
92 Cf. Investopedia (2014): Cost of Capital. 
93 Author’s Note: Only in exceptional cases the funding amount is higher/lower than the capital costs 
required for the project. In case of a higher funding amount the remaining budget might need to be 
given back or used to cover some of the recurring costs (case-to-case decision of the WB responsible 
in charge). In case the funding amount is lower than the capital costs the country itself may have 
been requested to cover the additional capital expenses. 
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In case of a partial-NPV only related capital costs are considered, whereas 
in general all capital costs are taken into account for an overall-NPV.94  
2. Recurring operational and maintenance costs: Regular costs which incur re-
peatedly or for each item produced or each service performed.95 In general, 
recurring costs are not part of the funding provided to the receiving country 
and therefore normally provided by the country itself. Examples of recurring 
operation and maintenance costs include continuous street maintenance and 
necessary reparations during and after the delivery of an infrastructure pro-
ject or ongoing energy costs for running a power plant, hospital, or other wel-
fare institutions. Only in few project cases there are no recurring costs exist-
ing.96 The issue with the ICR documents is that in nearly all cases where a 
NPV value is outlined, there is no detailed calculation available97. Further, 
very often the amount of recurring costs is not even outlined despite their 
existence. Although recurring costs have already been considered during the 
NPV calculation they need to be taken into account again in order to establish 
the project SROI ratio.   
 
For both types of costs the amount applied may be different in the case of a sce-
nario-NPV. In general, the differentiation for minimum and maximum NPV is based 
on the regulation of the applied RR, project lifetime as well as varying benefits per 
period across the lifetime. 
                                              
94 Author’s Note: If or not disclosed partial-NPVs must actually be lower since nor the remaining 
capital neither potential recurring costs of the remaining capital costs have been taken into account 
is discussed in chapter 3.2.4 Calculation of the proper SROI Ratio. 
95 Cf. BusinessDictionary (2014): Recurring Cost. 
96 Cf. Niger – Report 26930, p.23: “The investment costs used in the analysis were based on the 
actual costs of rehabilitation, including design and supervision, but excluding taxes. There was little 
or no annual routine maintenance on the 6 roads analyzed, and the annual routine maintenance 
costs are therefore estimated to be zero.”; Zambia – Report 24019, p.24: see NPV calculation table. 
97 Author’s Note: Based on the evaluation of the disclosed NPVs at the result stage, only about 10 
percent (17 out of 168) of the NPV projects are not based on recurring costs. For another 13.1 per-
cent of the NPV projects no information on the fact if recurring costs exist is given.  
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Furthermore, to provide a common basis for comparison, both cost types need to 
be discounted before the SROI ratio calculation.98 Normally, only cases where a de-
tailed NPV calculation is available can the discounted values (benefits and costs) 
can be gathered from ICR documents. In a standard case NPV related capital costs 
are disclosed as a lump sum for the total project duration and on an undiscounted 
basis in “Annex 1 – Project Costs and Financing” of the ICR document (refer to 
chapter 2.5.2 Implementation Completion and Results Reports). In comparison re-
curring operation and maintenance costs are normally disclosed within the detailed 
NPV calculation in “Annex 3 – Economic and Financial Analysis”, whereat they are 
either disclosed on an undiscounted or discounted basis. In case the ICR document 
discloses neither discounted capital and recurring costs nor a detailed calculation 
on the NPV, capital costs as well as recurring costs are distributed and discounted 
evenly across the project duration.99 
3.2.2.3      Project Dates and Duration 
Project duration is defined by project start and project end date, which delineate the 
time period of project implementation duration. For both dates there is a planned 
and an actual date. As per the ICR documents, the following definitions apply:100 
  
 Planned Start date: “Effectiveness – Original Date” 
 Planned Finish date: “Closing – Original Date” 
 Actual Start date: “Effectiveness – Revised / Actual Date” 
 Actual Finish date: “Closing – Revised / Actual Date” 
 
The planned and actual duration of the project are not disclosed in the ICR reports 
and therefore need to be calculated in order to conduct the discounting. The actual 
                                              
98 Cf. The SROI Network (2014): The Guide in English 2012 Edition, p. 64 et sqq. 
99 Author’s Note: The decision to distribute and discount evenly across the project duration respec-
tively the NPV-horizon period can be reinforced by the fact that the projects containing a detailed 
NPV calculation do generally examine an evenly spending of both cost types across the correspond-
ing period. Furthermore, an uneven distribution, for instance applying all costs at the beginning re-
spectively end of the period, would be too pessimistic respectively optimistic to be justified generally.  
100 Cf. Project Management Lexicon (2014). 
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project duration is the time period used for discounting the NPV relevant capital 
costs in order to establish the SROI ratio.101 
3.2.2.4      NPV-horizon 
NPV-horizon is defined as the time period which is used in order to discount the 
recurring costs. It is generally referred to as the total lifespan of the respective pro-
ject during which the whole costs occur and benefits should be generated. A NPV-
horizon begins with the project start period. In general, NPV calculation is based on 
a time period which exceeds the project implementation duration due to the assump-
tions that NPV calculations of development aid projects are based on outlook be-
yond project implementation time frame. Therefore, this extended period needs to 
be considered to ensure a common basis of comparison for all benefits and costs 
of the SROI ratio. In case no detailed NPV calculation is outlined in the ICR docu-
ment for recurring costs, a standard discounting approach of distributing and dis-
counting the recurring costs evenly per period across the NPV-horizon using the 
project RR is used.102  
3.2.2.5      Discount Rate 
Discount rate can be defined as the periodic interest rate or RR. It is the multiplier 
that converts anticipated or expected returns from an investment to their current 
market value (PV). Often, the discount rate used for PV calculations is a RR taken 
from the corresponding economic or financial markets or branches. Sometimes this 
can be very controversial as for instance a high discount rate normally implies a 
(very) low value on the welfare of future generations that might then have a huge 
impact on the desirability of interventions to help the environment. The discount rate 
is also referred to as the “hurdle level” or “percentage of capital cost” which is the 
                                              
101 Cf. Project Management Lexicon (2014).  
102 Author’s Note: One could argue that the discounting of the recurring costs for the periods starting 
from t = 0 is not meaningful as in general project outcomes need to be generated first before mainte-
nance costs apply. However, for the majority of ICR reports outlining a detailed NPV calculation the 
discounting of recurring costs is conducted from the project start on (t = 0). 
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minimum project outcome target. The WB conventions for the usage of a certain 
discount rate are however quite specific. For instance, a discount rate of 12 percent 
needs to be used for the evaluation of bank-financed transport projects. Generally, 
the discount rate used is not necessarily an accurate ref lection of the opportunity 
cost of capital of the borrower’s country. Instead it must be rather seen as the ra-
tioning tool for the WB funds. If the appraisal requirements of a country request for 
a different discount rate than 12 percent, then both the WB’s specific discount rate 
and the country specific one need to be tested. Suggesting a discount rate lower 
than 10 percent is unlikely to be approved, since recent researches have proven 
that the cost of capital are higher than this in developing countries. In any case the 
project manager will need to justify and demonstrate any alternative rate. 103 
3.2.3 Types of NPV-Cost-Ratios 
One main focus of this doctoral thesis is to filter, evaluate and make use of the 
disclosed NPVs of the WB projects in order to calculate the proper SROI ratio for 
the LDCs. In order to do so, the corresponding cost information for each disclosed 
NPV needs to be filtered from the ICR documents. The coefficient calculated for 
each of the projects is based on the principle of the SROI ratio (PV/Value of Inputs) 
instead of the Net SROI ratio. This guarantees a direct assessment if a value-add 
exists based on the sum of all costs –discounted in the period they accrued– added 
to both nominator and denominator. However, due to variations in the disclosure of 
recurring costs across the entirety of ICR reports and the existence of different NPV 
types (partial- and overall-NPV), there are 4 different NPVCR types which can be 
identified.104 Each of the NPVCRs follows the same principle which is similar to the 
one of the proper SROI ratio: 
 
                                              
103 Cf. Baneth, Jean (1996), p. 29 et sqq.; Boardman/Greenberg/Vining/Weimer (2010), unpag.; Bu-
sinessDictionary (2014): Discount Rate; Laos – Report 22325, p. 6 et seq.; Nepal – Report ICR1197, 
p. 38 et sqq. and Report ICR1311, p. 28; Malawi – Report ICR764, p. 32; Senegal – Report 1415, p. 
14 et seq.; WB (2015): Transport Notes, p.8. 
104 Cf. The SROI Network (2014); WB (2003). 
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Equation 5: NPVCR 
 
Through the 4 types of NPVCRs a common basis of project comparison is given 
whereat their results are used to calculate the proper SROI ratio of the LDCs (refer 
to the next chapter).  
For each of the identified ratio types, consideration is taken from stakeholders’ per-
spective with pros and cons noted in each case. Furthermore, there are 2 versions 
for each NPVCR defined: 
 
1. Discounted NPVCR: The discounted ratio reflects the proper NPV-cost-rela-
tion, since all parameters of the ratio are compared on a discounted basis. It 
therefore provides a dynamic view on the monetary outcomes achieved.  
2. Undiscounted NPVCR: Due to missing discounted cost values in the ICR re-
ports, undiscounted cost types are more readily available than discounted 
ones. Using the undiscounted costs and the disclosed NPVs (always dis-
counted) in order to calculate the NPVCRs of course does not provide a cor-
rect view on the cost-benefit relationship. However, those NPVCRs describe 
ratios which can be built directly out of the information available within the 
ICR reports without any modification. Additionally, many of the discounted 
costs within the ICR reports are based on an even cost distribution. There-
fore, the undiscounted ratio can be regarded as the “most negative” dis-
counted ratios, i.e. all costs are assumed to incur in period t = 0.  
 
In the following the 4 different NPVCRs are presented and discussed.  
3.2.3.1      Pro-Rata-Capital-Costs Ratio 
The pro-rata-capital-costs ratio is based on NPV related capital costs only. No re-
curring costs are used to construct this NPVCR, even in case the NPV is based on 
this cost type. Therefore, the total project capital costs are considered for overall-
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NPVs, but only the related partial capital costs for partial-NPVs. For any overall-NPV 
project which is not based on recurring costs the discounted version of the ratio 
already reflects the proper SROI ratio. From a stakeholder’s perspective the funds 
supplied by the donors and moreover their perspective and interests are the central 
element of this ratio, since the monetary evolution of the provided support is shown. 
The pros and cons of this ratio can be described as follows: 
 
 For all projects outlining a NPV value this ratio can be built without the need 
to calculate standard recurring costs. 
 It only considers the NPV related capital costs and not the total capital costs 
of the project. Therefore, the ratio is 
1. focusing on the benefit generating components only and 
2. in line with the capital costs considered for both NPV types. 
 Since only the related capital costs of the partial-NPVs are considered, the 
remaining capital costs for those projects are not part of this NPVCR. 
 Recurring costs have not been considered in the NPVCR itself –although the 
NPV might be based on this cost type. 
 The partial-NPVs itself are disclosed too positive due to the fact that only 
related capital costs instead of the total project capital costs are part of their 
calculation. Thus, by default the ratio might be too positive.105 
3.2.3.2      Total-Capital-Costs Ratio 
The total-capital-costs ratio is constructed using the total capital investment of the 
project but no recurring costs. For any overall-NPV project which is not based on 
recurring costs the discounted version of the ratio already reflects the proper SROI 
                                              
105 Author’s Note: This is a general weakness of all 4 NPVCRs. A solution for this weakness will be 
described in chapter 3.2.4 Calculation of the proper SROI Ratio. The results of the calculation of the 
proper SROI ratio of the LDCs will be presented in chapter 4.8.3 Calculating the Minimum SROI 
Ratio. 
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ratio. The consideration is based purely on the donors’106 funds and the value gen-
erated out of them. It basically shows what value-ratio is generated with the fun-ding 
provided. Following pros and cons need to be noted for this NPVCR: 
 
 For all projects outlining a NPV value this ratio can be built without the need 
to calculate standard recurring costs. 
 The stakeholders are provided with a complete picture of the project’s mon-
etary outcome from the total capital investment, regardless of which project 
components were responsible for producing it. 
 For partial-NPV projects there is a mismatch between the costs used to cal-
culate the NPV and the ones used to construct the ratio. 
 Recurring costs have not been considered in the NPVCR itself –although the 
NPV might be based on such cost types. 
 The partial-NPVs itself are disclosed too positive due to the fact that only 
related capital costs instead of the total project capital costs are part of their 
calculation. Thus, by default the ratio might be too positive. 
3.2.3.3      Pro-Rata-Capital plus Recurring-Costs Ratio 
The pro-rata-capital plus recurring-costs ratio is based on the NPV related capital 
and the corresponding recurring costs. In case of overall-NPVs the total project cap-
ital costs are taken into account whereat only the corresponding partial capital costs 
are considered for partial-NPVs. However, for both cases the NPV related recurring 
costs are included in the ratio. Since only quantifiable project components have 
been used to calculate the NPV and the costs considered in the NPVCR are NPV 
corresponding, the discounted version of this ratio can be considered as the SROI 
ratio as the WB would define it.107 The stakeholders can best be described as the 
                                              
106 Author’s Note: Usually, the WB is the donor which supplies the largest portion of the total fund 
provided. Still, many projects are supported by multiple donors. 
107 Cf. The SROI Network (2014); WB (2003). 
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country’s economy itself and its supported people and the achievement of the do-
nors as a whole, such as the WB including the UN. The pros and cons of this ratio 
can be described as the following: 
 
 The ratio only considers the NPV related capital costs and not the total capital 
costs of the project and is thus focusing on the direct relationship of invest-
ment and outcome. 
 The partial-NPVs itself are disclosed too positive due to the fact that only 
related capital costs instead of the total project capital costs are part of their 
calculation. Thus, by default the ratio might be too positive as well. 
 
 
3.2.3.4      Total-Capital plus Recurring-Costs Ratio 
The total-capital plus recurring-cost ratio takes the total capital investment of the 
project including the NPV related recurring costs into account. In terms of partial-
NPVs the ratio-applied costs do not match the costs used for calculating the NPV 
as the full projects costs are applied in the ratio. Still, this NPVCR illustrates the total 
BCR of all project activities – even if some of the activities were not evaluated (par-
tial-NPVs). The stakeholder group is similar to the one of the pro-rata-capital plus 
recurring-costs ratio, mainly the country’s economy itself as well as all fund providing 
donors. The following are the pros and cons of this ratio: 
 
 The ratio considers all project-related costs, including recurring costs and 
thus provides an overall picture of the cost-benefits of the whole project.  
 For partial-NPV projects there is a mismatch between the costs used to cal-
culate the NPV and the ones used to construct the ratio. 
 The partial-NPVs itself are disclosed too positive due to the fact that only 
related capital costs instead of the total project capital costs are part of their 
calculation. Thus, by default the ratio might be too positive.  
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3.2.4 Calculation of the proper SROI Ratio 
All of the above described ratios have a common weakness: Due to the fact that the 
disclosed partial-NPVs only consider corresponding projects costs, each ratio in-
volving partial-NPVs misses the remaining project costs. Therefore, a basis of com-
parison between ratios based on the total project costs and the partial-NPVs is not 
warranted. On the other hand the ratios based on pro-rata costs do not consider all 
project components costs, nor does the NPV calculation itself. The reasons why 
often partial-NPVs and no overall-NPVs are disclosed are unknown and not men-
tioned within the ICR documents, but a timely known and broadly discussed issue. 
However, the following considerations might help explain this circumstance:108 
 
 Whether or not all of the project components respectively project costs and 
benefits are quantifiable is depending on the type of project.  
 Besides the dependence on the project type, following reasons might as well 
favor the fact that some project costs and benefits have not been quantified:   
o At the time of project evaluation, the ICR team did not have sufficient 
data available to conduct an economic analysis for the remaining pro-
ject components. 
o The ICR team decided to only focus on the most valuable project com-
ponents within the analysis. 
o Some of the unevaluated project components are too difficult to eval-
uate with the NPV method. 
o For certain project costs and benefits an economic analysis is simply 
too circumstantial and not yielding for results. 
o Some of the unevaluated project components are too small and thus 
an economic evaluation was not cost-effective enough. 
o The project components that are not considered balance themselves 
out, resulting in no benefit or cost overrun. 
                                              
108 Cf. Baneth, Jean (1996), p. 28 et sqq.; Squire/van der Tak (1975); p. 21 et sqq.; WB (2015): 
Transport Notes, p.8. 
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 As a matter of fact it needs to be noted that an assessment of a variety of 
unevaluated, remaining project components showed that many of those com-
ponents were part of an economic analysis some projects only. 
 
The focus and goal of this research paper is to calculate a minimum SROI ratio 
which considers all capital and recurring costs in order to give a clear picture of the 
cost-benefit relationship of the development assistance provided by the WB. There-
fore, the remaining project costs of the partial-NPV projects need to be considered 
as part of the NPV calculation itself. However, the following challenges need to be 
considered when trying to manipulate the partial-NPVs disclosed by the ICR depart-
ment of the WB:109 
 
 Are there benefits related to the remaining project costs from unevaluated 
project components? 
 Besides the remaining capital costs of the project, are there also additional 
recurring costs for those components which need to be considered? 
  
In order to disclose a minimum SROI for the LDCs, no benefits for the remaining 
components of all partial-NPV projects will be assumed. This ensures that the cal-
culated SROI ratio is not valued too high due to inaccurate assumptions on potential 
benefits. The calculation for a minimum SROI will follow a two-step approach, in 
which adjustment need to happen on a project level first before the SROI values can 
be aggregated onto a portfolio level (e.g. Asia, Africa, all LDCs; refer to the following 
chapter): 
 
1. For the first SROI ratio –referred as capital SROI ratio– the partial-NPV value 
will be adjusted by applying the discounted remaining capital costs to its cal-
culation. Herewith, all known costs have then been considered. 
2. In order to also account for potential recurring costs of the remaining capital 
costs of the partial-NPVs a standard approach for calculating them will be 
                                              
109 Cf. Baneth, Jean (1996), p. 28 et sqq.; Pearce/Giles/Susana (2006), p. 86 et seq.; Squire/van der 
Tak (1975); p. 21 et sqq. 
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applied. Those costs will then be applied to the NPV calculation in the first 
step and be taken into account when calculating the final, minimum SROI 
ratio. 
3.2.5 Portfolio Analysis 
Portfolio analysis is commonly defined as an important tool of strategic manage-
ment. The idea behind it is to determine specific strategies for individual business 
areas and divisions. To that end, the products or services of the company are ca-
tegorized.110 However, for the economic and financial analysis of this research paper 
a different definition for the portfolio analysis needs to be applied: a detailed assess-
ment and evaluation of the ICR reports of the LDCs, specifically looking at the pro-
ject cost-benefits in order to aggregate the outcomes to different portfolio levels, e.g. 
continental and LDCs. Therefore, each single ICR report is analyzed for meaningful 
economic and financial key figures using specific key words as well as key abbrevi-
ations (refer to chapter 2.8 Challenges of this Doctoral Thesis), before the descrip-
tive analysis of the LDCs as a whole and the comparison analysis for each continent 
(Africa and Asia)111 can be conducted. 
3.2.6 Sensitivity Analysis 
The Sensitivity Analysis (SA) is a tool which aims to determine how model uncer-
tainty depending upon the informational input, its structure and the framing assump-
tions applied to build the model. The information gained through the SA can be in-
valuable for obtaining the acceptance of different types of stakeholders. In other 
words the SA can be seen as “study of how the variation in the output of a model 
                                              
110 Cf. CONTROLLING-Portal.de (2014); Gabler Wirtschaftslexikon (2014): Portfolio-Analyse. 
111 Author’s Note: None of the Haitian ICR reports discloses a NPV or any other financial values. 
Therefore -as the only LDC belonging to LA – it can be disregarded for the financial comparison 
analysis.  
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(numerical or otherwise) can be apportioned, qualitatively or quantitatively, to differ-
ent sources of variation”112, as defined by the European Commission Joint Research 
Centre in 2011.113 In this research paper different kinds of SA are used. As described 
in chapter 4.8.2 Standardized NPV-Cost-Ratios standard values will be applied for 
missing discount rates, NPV-horizons and recurring costs. Due to potential conti-
nental differences, standard values will be calculated based on average values of 
the LDCs as a whole and on continental averages only. The second kind of SA is 
the minimum SROI ratio calculation itself by taking the remaining capital costs of 
partial-NPV projects into account and by considering potential recurring costs of the 
remaining project components.  
3.3 Additional Economic and Financial Indicators 
This chapter introduces additional economic and financial figures, methods and 
tools. All of them are disclosed within the ICR reports. The purpose is to use them 
for an overview of their portfolio values in order to compare projects with NPV with 
those without. Considering project performance ratings of such grouped projects will 
then allow better understanding and evaluation of outcomes of all 790 ICR reports. 
3.3.1 Economic Rate of Return 
ERR –also often called Economic Internal Rate of Return (EIRR) or simply Internal 
Rate of Return (IRR)– is defined as the interest rate at which the NPVs of cash flows 
(both positive and negative) from all periods in a project or investment add up to 0. 
The concept behind ERR is similar to that of NPV: To evaluate the attractiveness of 
a project or investment. If the ERR of a planned project exceeds the agreed RR, 
then the project is deemed desirable. When the ERR is lower, the investment is not 
considered profitable from a monetary standpoint of view. ERR is calculated as:114 
                                              
112 European Commission Joint Research Centre (2011): Sensitivity Analysis. 
113 Cf. European Commission Joint Research Centre (2011): Sensitivity Analysis; Saltelli et al. (2008), 
p. 1. 
114 Cf. InvestingAnswers (2014); The Comoros: KO_Completion_ICR2054, p. 35 et seq. 
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Equation 6: Initial Investment115 
A general rule of thumb is that ERR cannot be derived analytically. Instead, ERR 
value must be found by “trial-and-error”116 to derive the appropriate rate.117 Further-
more, the disclosed ERRs can be categorized into overall- and partial-ERRs as well 
as standalone- and scenario-ERRs, similar to rules used in the NPV concept (refer 
to chapter 3.2.2.1 Net Present Value). The analytic horizon of the ERR formula is 
referred as “ERR-horizon” within this thesis. 
3.3.2 Benefit-Cost-Ratio 
BCR is the indicator formally used in the context of the CBA. It is expressed in the 
form of a quotient and summarizes the monetary value of a proposal, project or an 
intervention in general. Therefore, BCR is the ratio of benefits gained from interven-
tion relative to its costs, both expressed in monetary terms and in discounted pre-
sent values. In other words BCR compares the financial gains realized by perform-
ing the intervention against costs from intervention execution. The higher the BCR 
the more profitable the intervention. The general rule of thumb is that if the benefits 
of an intervention are higher than its costs, the investment is rentable.118 Obviously, 
in order to calculate BCR a discount rate as well as an analytic horizon (referred as 
                                              
115 Cf. Own illustration, following The Comoros: KO_Completion_ICR2054, p. 35 et seq. 
116 Author’s Note: The “trial-and-error” approach is a fundamental method of solving problems char-
acterized by repeated, varied attempts which are generally continued until success has been 
reached. 
117 Cf. InvestingAnswers (2014). 
118 Cf. Boardman/Greenberg/Vining/Weimer (2010), unpag.; Ferrara (2010), unpag.; Gabler Wirt-
schaftslexikon (2014): Kosten-Nutzen-Analyse. 
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“BCR-horizon”) is needed. BCR can be categorized as an overall- or a partial-BCR, 
using similar rules applied to NPV concept (refer to chapter 3.2.2.1 Net Present 
Value). 
3.3.3 Net Benefit 
The Net (economic) Benefit –also referred as the total Net Benefit of the project– of 
an investment or a project can be defined as the total benefits minus the total costs 
of the project. The steps to calculate the Net Benefit are rather simple and easy to 
follow:119 
 
1. Determine all direct and indirect costs associated with the project. 
2. Sum up the direct and indirect costs to arrive the total costs of the project. 
3. Subtract the total costs from the total revenue/turnover to arrive at the gross 
benefit of the project. 120 
 
The Net Benefit of a project can also be obtained through the accumulation of the 
NPV via its net cash flows across the single time periods.121 In order to calculate the 
Net Benefit a discount rate and an analytic horizon (referred as “Net Benefit-hori-
zon”) are used. The Net Benefit can be distinguished between an overall- and a 
partial-Net Benefit, whereat the same differentiation rules as for the NPV concept 
do apply (refer to chapter 3.2.2.1 Net Present Value). 
3.3.4 Financial Net Present Value 
The Financial Net Present Value (FNPV) can be defined as the NPV of a specific 
object of consideration. In comparison to the E-NPV it does not consider the whole 
economy; instead it focuses on a specific enterprise such as the provider of a power 
                                              
119 Cf. Campbell/Brown (2003), unpag.; Friedag/Schmidt (2004), unpag. 
120 Author’s Note: As an additional last step the deduction of taxes, depreciation and legal reserves 
from the gross benefit to obtain the Net Benefit of the investment is often mentioned. However, this 
step refers to the production and sale of a product including car pool and fixed assets only. 
121 Cf. Campbell/Brown (2003), unpag.; Friedag/Schmidt (2004), unpag. 
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plant or the road implementing company, the WB or the implementation agency of 
the project.122 The investment is rentable for the object of consideration when FNPV 
is greater than 0 and not recommended in cases where FNPV less than 0. 
3.3.5 Financial Rate of Return 
The Financial Rate of Return (FRR) is comparable to the ERR (refer to chapter 3.3.1 
Economic Rate of Return). However, instead of considering the whole economy, it 
is the RR of the object of consideration in the FNPV. In other words, there is no 
difference in FRR calculations from that of ERR other than it scrutinizes only a spe-
cific object of consideration as mentioned in the previous chapter (refer to chapter 
3.3.4 Financial Net Present Value). 
                                              
122 Cf. Laos – Report 32004, p. 9 sqq.; Tanzania – Report 32225, p. 15 sqq. 
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4 Results of the Economic and Financial Analysis 
The following chapters further evaluate the results of the financial analysis of this 
doctoral thesis. Firstly, the setup of the financial analysis will be explained. Subse-
quently, the concept and approach used for data aggregation on a country, conti-
nental level and the LDCs as a whole will be explained in the first chapter. The next 
chapter then analyzes the outcomes of the appraisal values as well as the outcome 
comparison of the African and Asian continents. Afterwards an overview on ICRs 
providing result indicators for the LDCs and the 2 continents will be given. In order 
to have a comparison between the appraisal and final results, the chapter 4.4 ana-
lyzes the appraisal vs. result outcomes. The following chapter than deals with the 
results of the ERR. Additional economic and financial figures such as the BCR, Net 
Benefit, FNPV and FRR for both –NPV as well as for non-NPV projects– will be 
disclosed in chapter 4.6. Using the overall project performance ratings an approach 
for calculating potential ERR outcomes of non-financial indicator (disclosure) pro-
jects will be presented before the calculation of the NPVCRs and the minimum SROI 
ratio is outlined in the penultimate chapter. The final chapter then provides a sum-
mary of the outcomes and a conclusion.  
4.1      Analysis Approach and Setup 
Based on the initial data load conducted in September of 2012, 790 ICR documents 
serve as the data source for the whole economic and financial analysis. Data avail-
able within these documents are regarded as raw data. In order to be able to access 
and analyze the economic and financial indicators as provided in ICR documents, 
each ICR had to be examined by browsing through relevant sections to locate spe-
cific financial key words and the abbreviations of them. This ensures that no relevant 
details get missed and that the different naming conventions and expressions used 
in the ICR documents are covered.123 The ICR documents vary in size from 9 to 154 
                                              
123 Author’s Note: Common key words and there abbreviations are: Net Present Value (NPV), Net 
Present, Present Value (PV), Economic Rate of Return (ERR), Economic Internal Rate of Return 
(EIRR), Internal Rate of Return (IRR), Rate of Return (RR), Financial Net Present Value (FNPV), 
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pages. The average document size is 53 pages. With a total of 790 ICR documents, 
it amounts to more than 42,000 pages. The following table provides an overview of 
the ICR document counts per continent: 
 
 
Table 4: Total Number of ICR Reports per Continent 
 
As shown in the table above, most of the ICR reports are focused on Africa (574 
reports) followed by Asia as a remote second (206 reports). None of the Haitian ICR 
reports discloses a NPV or any other economic or financial values. As it is the only 
LDC in LA, LA is therefore disregarded and not part of the analysis. 
In order to evaluate the available data in each ICR report and aggregate outcomes 
to different portfolio level, the following steps were taken: 
 
1. Download relevant ICR documents via the country’s section of the WB 
homepage: http://documents.worldbank.org/curated/en/country. 
2. Save each ICR document using the following naming convention: “ICR_Com-
pletion_ReportNumber”. 
3. Access and capture the data available within each ICR document and enter 
it in the corresponding country spreadsheet: 
o Rows: ICR reports 
o Columns:  
 Project type(s)  
 Planned and actual project dates  
                                              
Financial Rate of Return (FRR), Rate(s) of Return, Present Value Cost (PVC), Present Value Benefit 
(PVB), Net Benefit, Total Benefit. 
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 Planned and actual funding amount (including the share of the 
WB) 
 Project appraisal and result indicators on NPV, ERR, FNPV, 
FRR, CBR, Net Benefit (including the corresponding reference 
information, such as costs, time horizon and discount rate)    
4. Aggregate available data on a continent level and then LDCs as a whole 
(setup of summary spreadsheets). 
5. Define and establish a summary portfolio analysis using VBA. 124  
6. Apply the VBA analysis, collate results, interpret on a LDC level and perform 
a continental comparison of Africa and Asia via appropriate indicators. 
 
Additionally, each of the country spreadsheets has been further enhanced in order 
to examine the different NPVCRs and SROI ratios and to provide information re-
quired for qualitative data analysis in the second part of this thesis. 
4.2 NPV Outcomes at the Appraisal Stage 
Figures and calculations examined and visualized in this chapter are based on ap-
praisal estimates of the ICR reports, which are in turn determined by evaluations 
and analysis done in the appraisal stage of a project. Generally, the appraisal esti-
mates are verified, confirmed or adjusted during the respective closing stage of the 
project.125 In the following chapters the relevant appraisal values will be outlined, 
before the next chapter goes into details of the result value outcomes.126  
                                              
124 Author’s Note: The VBA program analyzes and summarizes the data available on a country, con-
tinent and LDCs level and provide the portfolio indicators including the corresponding reference in-
formation. Please reach out to the author (schaefer.dominik@yahoo.de) for further information.   
125 Author’s Note: The result values can still be regarded as “estimates” since they are based on future 
predictions on cash flows, e.g. for the recurring costs.  
126 Author’s Note: Other than the result the appraisal values are less covered and within the ICR 
documents, since there are separate appraisal documents for each project. However, appraisal doc-
uments are not subject to this research paper. 
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4.2.1 Appraisal NPVs of the LDCs 
In this chapter the appraisal NPVs and their corresponding values for the LDCs as 
a whole are presented and interpreted. In order to set the basis for understanding 
the appraisal analysis, the following table below outlines the counts and types of 
appraisal NPVs included in the ICR reports:  
 
 
Table 5: Appraisal NPV Counts of the LDCs 
 
Out of the 790 ICR reports, 11.5 percent disclose NPVs based on appraisal calcu-
lations (91 NPVs in total). All of the NPVs are categorized as positive. As per the 
definitions presented in chapter 3.2.2.1 Net Present Value, out of the 38 overall-
NPVs, only 2 were manually calculated and are standalone-NPVs. 36 of the overall-
NPVs are overall-disclosed NPVs, including 3 scenario-overall-disclosed NPVs. The 
partial-NPVs are standalone-sample-NPVs. Thus, 49 of the partial-NPVs are 
standalone-component-NPVs and only 2 are scenario-component-NPVs. 
The following table shows the outcome of the economic and financial analysis of the 
appraisal values disclosed within all ICR documents. It provides cumulative values 
based on the total sum [Cum Sum] as well as the arithmetic mean [] of the ap-
praisal NPVs and their corresponding cost values: 
 
 59 
 
 
Table 6: Appraisal NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs127 
 
The NPVs and their corresponding cost values in the above table are expressed in 
Mio USD.128 The “minimum” case is based on the minimum NPVs, resulting from the 
existence of scenario-NPVs. It always considers the standalone-NPVs and the min-
imum NPVs of the scenario-NPVs, whereas the “maximum” case is based on the 
maximum NPVs considering the standalone-NPVs and the maximum NPVs of the 
scenario-NPVs. Accordingly, the minimum respectively maximum case of the total 
NPV capital costs refer to the minimum respectively maximum NPV related capital 
costs case.129 
The cumulative sum of the minimum NPV appraisal values of the 91 ICR reports is 
approx. 17,667 Mio USD and could increase to more than 20,067 Mio USD depend-
ing on each single project’s outcome variation. Those values are based on a dis-
count rate of 11.19 percent, planned project duration of 5.33 years and on a NPV-
horizon of approx. 19.68 years on average. Interesting to see is that the sum of the 
                                              
127 Author’s Note: For each of the following tables the total project funding provided by the WB will be 
referred as “Total World Bank Costs”. 
128 Author’s Note: All values are rounded to 1 Mio USD. The currency of the ICR documents is usually 
USD. In case the fund provided is based on a different currency, the document specific conversion 
factor for USD was used, whereas the conversion factor can be different for the appraisal and the 
result values. 
129 Author’s Note: Another point to mention is that the cumulative sums and arithmetic means are the 
aggregations and quotients of the whole of the appraisal NPVs disclosed since the MDGs have been 
officially passed on the 8th of September 2000. All of the disclosed values, financial figures and cur-
rency conversion rates have been taken as outlined within the ICR reports, regardless of varying 
disclosure dates amongst the reports. 
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disclosed total NPV values is at least 53 percent higher than that of the related cap-
ital costs in the minimum case130 and more than 26 percent higher (minimum case) 
than that of the total cumulative project costs. Roughly 38 percent of total funding 
for those projects has been provided by the WB131. The rest is contributed by other 
donors, primarily the respective country’s government but also bilateral agencies or 
embassy and ministries or other donor organizations. Another interesting point to 
mention is that the cumulative minimum NPV (14,128 Mio USD) based on related 
capital costs of the 53 partial-NPVs (roughly 4,447 Mio USD) is much higher than 
the cumulative maximum NPV (5,921 Mio USD) based on the capital costs of 38 
overall-NPVs (7,092 Mio USD). Even from an average arithmetic mean perspective, 
partial-NPV projects seem to be more rentable with higher average NPV values (267 
Mio USD per NPV project in average) but lower related capital costs (84 Mio USD 
compared to 187 Mio USD related capital costs of an overall-NPV project). However, 
it should be noted that there are 3 out of the 91 appraisal NPV projects with dis-
closed NPV values in the 1- to low 2-digit billion range.132 In comparison, the remain-
der of the 88 projects shows on average NPV values within the 2- to 3-digit Mio 
range.133 The “Third Road Rehabilitation and Maintenance Project (RRMP III)” out-
lines the highest of all project NPV values of 11,179 Mio USD at the appraisal 
stage.134 Excluding those “high-value” NPV projects from the appraisal NPV project 
                                              
130 Author’s Note: For the appraisal NPVs no recurring costs have been disclosed in the ICR docu-
ments. In nearly all cases only the NPV values without the corresponding calculations have been 
disclosed. Still, the 91 appraisal NPV projects have been researched whether the NPV calculations 
are based on recurring costs or not. For 70 projects this is the case, whereas 6 NPV calculations are 
not based on recurring costs and for 12 projects it could not be identified if their NPV calculations are 
based on recurring costs or not.  
131 Author’s Note: Nearly all funds respectively credits of the WB are provided by the IDA; only few 
are provided by the IBRD. 
132 Cf. Appendix C provides an overview of the appraisal projects which disclose NPVs of more than 
1,000 Mio USD. 
133 Cf. Author’s Note: The NPV values of the remainder of the 88 projects do have a range from 30 
USD till 416 Mio USD with an average arithmetic mean of 53,163,698 USD in the minimum and 
53,552,011 USD in the maximum case. Leaving out the 2 sample-NPVs the NPV range ranges from 
12,040 USD till 416 Mio USD, with an average arithmetic mean of 54,400,062 USD in the minimum 
and 54,797,405 USD in the maximum case. 
134 Author’s Note: Since bolter values usually distort the picture of a data set it is in the sense of 
making meaning to consider a cleaned-up data set. Therefore, specifically high bolter values embel-
lishing the data set will be excluded for each of the analyses whereas the exclusion will always be 
mentioned within the running text. 
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data set would decrease the total NPV drastically to 4,678 Mio USD with an arith-
metic mean of 53 Mio USD in the minimum case and to 4,713 Mio USD with an 
arithmetic mean of 54 Mio USD. The total cost values would decrease to 5,748 Mio 
USD in the minimum case and to 5,756 Mio USD in the maximum case, both with 
an arithmetic mean of about 65 Mio.135 The following table provides an overview of 
the “high-value” NPVs adjusted for appraisal values: 
 
 
Table 7: Appraisal NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPVs 
4.2.2 Appraisal NPV Continent Comparison 
This chapter deals with the comparison of the appraisal values between Africa and 
Asia. In order to provide the user with further understanding of the cumulative and 
arithmetic mean NPV and related cost values, table 8 shows the distribution of the 
NPV counts of the African and the Asian continent: 
 
                                              
135 Author’s Note: the NPV and cost values outlined for any of the “high-value” NPV projects have 
been double-checked by as well considering other documents than the ICR reports, such as the 
project appraisal documents as well as other project-related financial disclosures.  
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Table 8: Appraisal NPV Counts of Africa and Asia 
 
Even though Africa has close to 3 times more ICR documents than Asia (574 com-
pared to 206 ICR documents), its ICR reports disclose only twice as many appraisal 
NPVs as that of Asia (62 NPVs in Africa vs. 29 NPVs in Asia). Therefore, the disclo-
sure rate of the appraisal NPVs is 10.8 percent for Africa and 14.1 percent for Asia.  
The following table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding cost 
values for all NPV projects in Africa and Asia based on cumulative sum [Cum Sum] 
and arithmetic mean []: 
 
 
Table 9: Appraisal NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia136 
                                              
136 Author’s Note: The NPV and its corresponding cost values are expressed in Mio USD, whereas 
all values are as well rounded to 1 Mio USD. Furthermore, appendices D and E provide an overview 
of the outcomes of the NPVs and corresponding cost values for the African and Asian overall- and 
partial-NPVs. 
 63 
 
Even though Asia discloses less NPVs the cumulative sum of the NPVs is much 
higher than in Africa (12,658 compared to 5,009 Mio USD), whereat the correspond-
ing capital costs (roughly 5,810 compared to 5,730 Mio USD), average discount 
rates, project duration as well as NPV-horizon periods are similar. The main differ-
ence is due to the “high-values” of the 17 Asian partial-NPVs which account for 
11,577 Mio USD of the cumulative sum of 12,658 of the minimum NPV and for 
11,594 Mio USD of the cumulative sum of 15,040 Mio USD of the maximum NPV of 
Asia. To identify other potential reasons to help explain the differences between the 
2 continents, corresponding project types of the African and Asian continents are 
compared. However, due to a significant portion of appraisal NPV projects use old 
format style (16 out of the 29 in Asia and 32 out of 62 in Africa), there is no mean-
ingful sector code analysis in order to compare project types possible. This is be-
cause the old format style documents only disclose actual sector codes and their 
corresponding percentages, but without planned versions. Furthermore, the total 
WB financing (“Total World Bank Costs (planned)”) only makes up about 46 percent 
of the total funding (“Total Project Costs (planned)") in Africa and even less, namely 
about 27 percent, in Asia. 
Excluding the 3 “high-value” NPV projects, the comparison between the continents 
shows a completely different picture as demonstrated in the following table: 
 
 
Table 10: Appraisal Comparison of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” NPVs 
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Noticeably, the NPV and cost values of Asia drop drastically once the 2 Bangladeshi 
“high-value” NPV projects are excluded. In this case the African continent is disclos-
ing higher cumulative sums for the minimum and maximum NPV as well as capital 
cost values. Furthermore, the NPV/capital cost ratio of Asia (minimum 0.81 and 
maximum 0.83) is still slightly higher than that of Africa (minimum 0.81 and maxi-
mum 0.82). 
4.3 NPV Outcomes of the Result Stage 
This chapter examines and describes the figures and calculations for the result val-
ues of the ICR reports. The result values outlined in this chapter are based on the 
disclosed result values within the ICR documents. Additional calculations on the 
missing cost values and NPVCRs are described in chapter 4.8 NPV-Cost-Ratios 
and SROI Calculation and not part of this chapter. 
4.3.1 Result NPVs of the LDCs 
In this chapter the result NPVs and their corresponding values for the LDCs as a 
whole are presented. In order to provide readers with a better understanding of the 
subsequent analysis, the following table outlines the counts and types of result 
NPVs outlined within the 790 ICR reports:  
 
 
Table 11: Result NPV Counts of the LDCs 
 
In total, 168 NPVs based on results calculations are disclosed which represents a 
disclosure rate of about 21.3 percent. Out of the 168 NPVs, 154 are positive, 
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whereat approx. 8 percent of the disclosing reports show a neutral or negative NPV. 
In total there are 60 overall- and 108 partial-NPVs. The overall-NPVs consist of 42 
standalone-NPVs whereat 54 out of the 60 are overall-disclosed NPVs. The partial-
NPVs consist of 78 standalone-NPVs whereat 98 out of the 108 are component-
NPVs. The positive overall- and partial-NPVs display similar distributions. Further-
more, it can be noted that the neutral and negative NPVs only contain overall-dis-
closed and component-NPVs for the overall- respectively partial-NPVs. 
The following table shows outcomes of the economic analysis of the result NPV and 
cost values based on the cumulative sum and the arithmetic mean: 
 
 
Table 12: Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs 
The cumulative sum of the minimum NPV result values from the 168 ICR reports is 
approx. 42,059 Mio USD at minimum and could increase to more than 50,000 Mio 
USD based on the maximum values disclosed. The average NPV value per project 
ranges between 250 and 302 Mio USD. Therefore, it can be concluded that the NPV 
disclosing projects are generally profitable. These values are based on an average 
11.2 percent discount rate, 7 years project duration, and an average 19 years NPV-
horizon. The cumulative sum of the NPVs is approx. 80 percent higher than the 
related capital costs in the minimum case and 115 percent higher in the maximum 
case. Consequently, it can be concluded that the result NPV disclosing projects 
generate values twice as much as their corresponding NPV capital costs.137 There 
                                              
137 Author’s Note: Out of the 168 result NPVs 129 are based on recurring costs, whereas for 75 out 
of the 129 projects the value of the recurring costs have not been disclosed. 17 NPVs are not based 
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are no noteworthy differences found between the minimum and maximum cumula-
tive sum of the NPV related capital costs. The difference of approx. 8,000 Mio USD 
between the minimum and maximum cumulative sum of the total NPVs is due to the 
difference between the minimum and the maximum cumulative sum of the overall-
NPVs138 (approx. 6,779 Mio USD vs. 14,391 Mio USD). In the case of minimum cu-
mulative sum of the overall-NPVs, it is less than half of the cumulative sum of the 
related capital costs and also lower than the related capital costs in the case of 
maximum sum. Another point to mention is that the cumulative maximum amount of 
the capital costs of the overall-NPVs is lower than the cumulative minimum amount. 
Here the reason lies in a project neutral NPV calculation, since for the negative min-
imum overall-NPV calculation all project costs but for the positive maximum overall-
NPV only specific project costs have been considered.139 Taking a closer look at the 
partial-NPVs it can be noticed that those are the ones making up more than 80 
percent of the total cumulative minimum NPV sum and even more than 70 percent 
of the total cumulative maximum NPV sum. The related capital costs only account 
for a share of approx. 22 percent of the cumulative sum of the NPV. The partial-NPV 
capital costs are in general only half as high as the overall-NPV capital costs, 
whereat the total project costs of the partial-NPV projects actually exceed the ones 
of the overall-NPV projects by roughly 2,000 Mio USD. The fact that the partial-NPV 
related total project costs are actually 2.3 times higher than the related capital costs 
is not surprising, since it lies in the nature of a partial-NPV and hence only NPV 
related components and costs are considered. Another point to mention is that the 
WB financing only makes up about 27 percent of the total project costs. Therefore, 
it can be concluded that also for the result values the disclosed sector codes of the 
                                              
on recurring costs and for 22 projects the information on whether recurring costs do exist or not could 
not be gathered. Please refer to chapter 4.8.2 Standardized NPV-Cost-Ratios to understand the 
principle of the calculation of missing recurring costs. 
138 Author’s Note: Taking a closer look at the costs of the overall-NPV projects there is a slight differ-
ence of the overall-NPV related capital costs which are in this case a bit lower than the total project 
costs. This discrepancy is due to the fact that there are projects where funding is used for operational 
and maintenance works or mismatches between the outlined total project costs in the Appendices of 
the ICR documents (refer to table 2: ICR Report Chapter Structure: Annex 1 - Project Costs and 
Financing) and the costs disclosed in the detailed NPV calculation tables (if available). 
139 Cf. Yemen: JE_Completion_22117 p. 5 et sqq. 
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WB financing of a project are not representative for the project type as a whole. 
However, the sector types defining the usage of WB spending can at least indicate 
a possible direction for what the total project financing has been used. In total the 
168 NPV projects are defined by 61 sector codes, whereat each project accounts 
for 1 percentage point (“%-Points”). The following table provides an overview of the 
12 major sector codes of the WB financing: 
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Table 13: Major Sector Codes of the NPV Projects of the LDCs140 
 
The “%-Share” column shows the total percentage share of a sector code in relation 
to all 61 sector codes. In total the 12 major sector codes account for roughly 120 %-
points (out of 168 %-points in total) which is a %-share of about 72 percent. The 
total WB costs of the 12 major sector codes account for about 77 percent of the total 
WB costs of all NPV projects (7,058 Mio USD out of 9,110 Mio USD; refer to table 
12: Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs). The “Project Counts” column shows 
how many projects disclose the sector code, whereat different sector codes might 
belong to the same projects. The ‘Roads and highways’ sector code has the highest 
%-points (34.47) and owns the largest financing share of more than 20 percent of 
the WB (2,849 Mio USD) projects. The ‘Water Supply’ sector code is the second 
largest sector code with a %-share of roughly 10 percent followed by the ‘Central 
government administration’ (%-share of 9.65 percent) and the ‘Power’ (%-share of 
7.92 percent) sector codes. Interestingly, the ‘Central government administration’ 
sector code ranks the fourth highest in terms of WB costs of 703 Mio USD but still 
belongs to 94 projects. As the research has shown, al-though this sector code is the 
                                              
140 Cf. Appendix F provides an overview of the full list of sector codes and the corresponding %-points 
as well as the WB costs. 
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core sector code for a number of projects it is as well often just running “aside” with 
other major sector codes. This makes perfect sense, since central governmental 
activities and administration define the core elements of delivering development aid 
to foreign countries. For none of the NPV projects which are based on 2 or more 
sector codes the project types are identical, since even for matching sector codes 
the corresponding %-points per sector code are different.141 In order to better under-
stand for which type of projects the WB financing is used, following project type 
categories can be identified: 
 
 
Table 14: Project Type Categories of the NPV Projects of the LDCs142 
 
‘Transportation Development’ (e.g. setup and establishment of rural and urban 
roads, railways, ports, aviation) is the largest category with a %-share of more than 
27 percent and a 37 percent share of the total WB costs of 3,386 Mio USD out of 
9,110 Mio USD total WB costs for the 168 NPV projects. The ‘Agriculture’ category 
shows the second highest %-share of 15 percent, whereas the WB costs of 810 Mio 
USD only account for the fifth highest share of the total WB costs. The ‘Power’, 
                                              
141 Cf. Appendix G provides an overview of the projects and the shared sector codes amongst these. 
142 Cf. Appendix H provides an overview of the project type categories and the assigned sector codes. 
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‘Governmental Administration’ and ‘Water and Sanitation’ project type categories 
with 1,204 Mio USD, 1,088 Mio USD and 1,043 Mio USD WB costs respectively, 
hold the second, third and fourth largest share of the total WB financing. 
Looking at the 154 positive NPV projects, the picture and facts as described for the 
whole of the LDCs stays the same as following table outlines: 
 
 
Table 15: Positive Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs 
 
The main difference lies in higher cumulative sums for any of the NPV figures, purely 
because of the fact that any neutral or negative NPV values have been removed in 
the positive NPV presentation above. For the same reason why NPV values have 
been increasing, the decrease in cost values is simply due to neutral and negative 
projects having been removed from the data set. 
The only noteworthy fact to mention when looking at the 7 neutral NPVs –containing 
3 partial- and 4 overall-NPVs and by definition all scenario-NPVs– is that the maxi-
mum cumulative sum of the NPVs reaches the double absolute amount as a positive 
figure than the minimum cumulative sum of the NPVs is negative. The following 
table provides an overview of the total neutral and negative NPV and cost values of 
the LDCs. In order to show the low impact of the neutral and negative NPV projects 
in regards to all LDC NPV projects, the “Total NPVs” column has been included at 
the beginning of the table: 
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Table 16: Neutral and Negative Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs143 
 
The 7 negative standalone-NPV projects (3 partial- and 4 overall-NPVs) account for 
a negative amount of about 27 Mio USD in total and thus only have a negligible 
impact on the total cumulative sum of the NPVs of the LDCs. 
Furthermore, it should be noted that there are 7 out of the 168 result NPV projects 
which disclose NPV values within the 1- to 2-digit billion range.144 In comparison, the 
NPV values of the remaining 161 result NPV projects are located in the 2- to 3-digit 
Mio range.145 Again, the “Third Road Rehabilitation and Maintenance Project (RRMP 
III)” is the project outlining the highest result NPV value of 11,179 Mio USD at the 
appraisal stage. The following table shows the outcome, when all “high-value” NPV 
projects data are excluded: 
 
                                              
143 Cf. Appendices I and J provide an overview of the overall- and partial-NPVs of the neutral and 
negative result NPV and cost values of the LDCs. 
144 Cf. Appendices K and L provide an overview of the result “high-value” NPV projects with NPVs 
higher than 1,000 Mio USD and the sector codes of the WB financing of those projects. 
145 Cf. Author’s Note: The NPV values of the remainder of the 161 projects do have a range from  
-13.451.752 USD till 423 Mio USD with an average arithmetic mean of 38.431.762 Mio USD in the 
minimum and 48.440.645 Mio USD in the maximum case. Leaving out the 10 sample-NPVs the NPV 
range stays, but the average arithmetic mean changes to 40.136.324 Mio USD in the minimum and 
49.787.447 Mio USD in the maximum case. 
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Table 17: Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPVs 
 
Excluding the 7 “high-value” NPV projects results in a fully reduced and “slimmed” 
values picture. The resulting NPV now only lies at between 6,188 and 7,799 Mio 
USD which is only about 15 percent of the NPV of the total LDCs. Therefore, the 
resulting arithmetic mean of the NPVs as well drops to less than a sixth of the orig-
inal value. In contrast, the NPV related capital costs decrease as well, but only by a 
little over 50 percent to 10,458 respectively 10,627 Mio USD. There are no notewor-
thy changes to the average values of the discount rate, actual project duration or to 
the NPV-horizon. The notable difference between the NPV and cost values of the 
overall- and the partial-NPVs diminishes as well. Still, the partial-NPVs disclose 
higher NPV values compared with the overall-NPVs. Taking a closer look by com-
paring the overall- vs. the partial-NPVs, the NPV/capital cost ratio of the overall-
NPVs (0.63 in the minimum and 0.93 in the maximum case) is better than the one 
of the partial-NPVs (0.57 in the minimum and 0.64 in the maximum case). This dif-
ference between the overall- and partial-NPV/capital cost ratios would even be more 
significant where all project related capital costs have been taken into account for 
the partial-NPV projects. Another interesting point to mention when excluding the 
“high-value” projects is that the share of the total WB costs of the total project costs 
increases to 39 percent compared to 27 percent. With the exception of decreasing 
WB cost amounts per project type category there are no additional noteworthy 
changes to the ranking of the project type categories or the %-shares, as shown in 
the following table: 
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Table 18: Project Type Categories of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPVs146 
 
The most interesting change is the adjusted amount of the WB costs of the ‘Go-
vernmental Administration’ project type category, which decreases by more than 30 
percent from 1,088 to 751 Mio USD. Another interesting point to note is the decrease 
of the WB cost amount for the ‘Transportation Development’ project type category 
from 3,386 to 2,871 Mio USD. This basically shows that most of the WB financing 
of the 7 “high-value” NPV projects was used to support governmental activities as 
well as transportation developments. 
To follow up on this analysis a general question to be answered is ‘how positive are 
the NPV projects at all?’ In order to find out if the total of partial- and overall-NPV 
disclosing projects are positive, chapter 4.8 NPV-Cost-Ratios and SROI Calculation 
will outline and discuss an approach for the calculation of the presented types of 
NPVCRs s (refer to chapter 3.2.3 Types of NPV-Cost-Ratios), as well as on the 
minimum SROI ratio of the LDCs. 
                                              
146 Cf. Appendix M and N provide an overview of the sector codes and the corresponding percentages 
as well as the assigned sector codes per project type category for the LDCs when “high-value” NPV 
projects are excluded. 
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4.3.2 Result NPV Continent Comparison 
This chapter deals with the comparison of the result NPV values between the African 
and Asian continents. In order to set the basis of comparison the following table 
provides an overview of the NPV counts for Africa and Asia, whilst the matrix distin-
guishes between total, overall- and partial-NPVs per row and the total number and 
between positive, neutral and negative NPV counts as per the columns: 
 
 
Table 19: Result NPV Counts of Africa and Asia 
 
Overall, Africa outnumbers Asia with 109 compared to 59 NPVs respectively. Still, 
when looking at the number of ICR reports researched per continent –Africa 574 
and Asia 206 ICR documents– the ratio of NPV disclosures of 29 percent in Asia is 
higher compared to 19 percent in Africa. In total, there are 37 African and 23 Asian 
overall-NPVs, whereas the partial-NPV count is twice as much in Africa (72) with as 
in Asia (36). What is interesting to note is that the number of negative NPVs is nearly 
equal with 3 negative NPV counts in Asia and only 1 more in Africa. Most surprisingly 
in terms of the 3 valence groups is the difference within the neutral NPV counts, 
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since  there is only 1 in Africa, but 6 in Asia. So in total, Asia counts 9 neutral and 
negative out of 59 NPVs, whereas Africa only counts 5 neutral and negative out of 
a total of 109 NPVs. 
The following table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding cost 
values of Africa and Asia for all NPV projects based on cumulative sum [Cum Sum] 
and arithmetic mean [] values: 
 
 
Table 20: Result Total NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia147 
 
Even though Asia discloses only about half of the NPVs of Africa, and moreover a 
higher count of neutral and negative NPVs, the cumulative sum of the NPVs and its 
arithmetic mean values are about 6 and 10 times higher in the minimum and close 
to 5 and 9 times higher in the maximum case for those summary financial figures. 
Therefore, Asian NPVs make up about 85 percent of the total cumulative sum of 
NPVs of the whole LDCs in the minimum and 82 percent in the maximum case.  
Although the NPV related capital costs as a total amount are higher in Asia than in 
Africa, the NPV/capital cost ratio is still significantly higher as well. The African min-
imum case discloses the lowest ratio of 0.75 followed by its maximum case of 1.05. 
In contrast the ratios in Asia are 2.4 in the minimum and 2.79 in the maximum case. 
                                              
147 Cf. Appendices O and P provide an overview on the outcomes of the NPVs and corresponding 
cost values of the African and Asian overall- and partial-NPVs. 
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This basically underlines the appraisal results of the continent comparison, namely 
that in case all NPVs are taken into account, Asian projects generally have a better 
input/output-ratio than Africa.148 Noteworthy is the fact the higher NPV values in Asia 
are achieved with shorter project durations by about a year, with average actual 
project durations of 6.44 years in Asia and 7.34 years in Africa, as well as with a 
shorter NPV-horizon of 18.62 years compared to 19.76 years in Africa. Since the 
amount of the corresponding total project costs is similar for both continents (17,666 
Mio USD for the African and 15,841 Mio USD for the Asian project) the low share of 
27 percent of the WB financing of the total project costs mainly results from the low 
bank financing amount in Asia of about 2,983 Mio USD compared to 6,127 Mio USD 
in Africa. In order to provide the user with a better understanding on the continental 
project types, the following table compares the category mapping of the project 
types based on the costs covered by the WB: 
 
 
Table 21: Continental Project Type Category Comparison of the NPV Projects149 
 
                                              
148 Author’s Note: This statement does not consider that the projects disclosing NPVs in the appraisal 
stage might not be the ones disclosing NPVs in the result stage. Therefore, a specific comparison 
analysis will be conducted in chapter 4.4 Appraisal vs. Result NPVs. 
149 Cf. Appendices Q, R and S provide an overview of the sector codes and the corresponding per-
centages as well as the assigned sector codes per project type category per continent. 
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For both continents the ‘Transportation Development’ project type category shows 
a very similar %-share of approx. 27 percent as well as a similar share of the total 
WB costs of approx. 38 percent for Africa and 26 percent for Asia. Aside from these 
similarities, differences can be found for all the other categories. For instance, ‘Wa-
ter and Sanitation’ shows a difference of more than 5 percent for the share of the 
total WB costs with 13.15 percent in Africa and only 7.95 percent in Asia. Further-
more, although this category type has the second highest %-share within Africa, it 
only accounts for the third highest %-share in Asia sharing it with the ‘Power’ project 
type category. The ‘Power’ project type category actually outlines the highest differ-
ence for the share of the total WB costs with 15.76 percent in Africa and only 7.95 
percent in Asia. The ‘Governmental Administration’ project type category accounts 
for the second highest share of the total WB costs in Asia with 15.06 percent, 
whereat it only accounts for the fourth highest share of 10.42 percent in Africa. 
The picture for the positive NPV projects  looks similar to the one of the total NPVs 
of the 2 continents150, since the amounts for the neutral and negative NPVs per con-
tinent are similarly low and do not have a noteworthy impact on the total values as 
the following table shows:151 
 
 
Table 22: Neutral and Negative Result NPVs and Costs Comparison of Africa and 
Asia 
                                              
150 Cf. Appendices T, U, and V provide an overview of the outcomes of the NPVs and corresponding 
cost values of the African and Asian positive total, overall- and partial-NPVs. 
151 Cf. Appendices W, X, Y and Z provide an overview of the outcomes of the NPVs and corresponding 
cost values of the African and Asian neutral and negative overall- and partial-NPVs. 
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Looking at the total neutral NPVs the single 1 in Africa actually discloses a lower 
NPV value with -13 Mio USD compared against the 6 Asian ones with a combined 
-9 Mio USD in the minimum case. A vast difference can be found when looking at 
the NPV related capital costs which are more than 2.5 times higher for the African 
neutral project than for the Asian projects.  
When comparing the continental total negative NPVs there are no noteworthy dif-
ferences within the NPV and the corresponding cost values. However, a difference 
is noted in the average actual project duration between the 2 continents, with a 2.66 
years shorter duration in Asia than in Africa. Furthermore, for both continents the 
NPV-horizon is longer compared with the corresponding continental total NPVs, 
namely 3.4 years for the African and even 6.08 years for the Asian projects. How-
ever, despite some noted differences, no generalized conclusions can be derived 
as the number of projects used for the comparative analysis is too few.  
Should the 7 “high-value” NPV projects be excluded however, the continent com-
parison has a totally different outlook as shown in the table below. Of those 7 pro-
jects, 3 are African and 4 Asian (all Bangladeshi projects) including ICR report 35449 
(Bangladesh) disclosing a NPV of 28,918 Mio USD which accounts for more than 
half of the cumulative NPV sum of all 168 NPV projects: 
 
 
Table 23: Result Comparison of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” NPVs 
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Although the African cumulative NPV sum drops by 2,404 Mio USD from 6,458 to 
4,054 Mio USD in the minimum case and by 3,890 Mio USD from 8,981 to 5,091 
Mio USD in the maximum case, the most impacting factor is the drop of the Asian 
NPVs. In the minimum case the cumulative NPV drops from 35,602 to 2,134 Mio 
USD in the minimum and from 41,797 to 2,708 Mio USD, however, there are no 
noteworthy changes to the corresponding discount rates, actual project durations or 
the NPV-horizons. Comparing the dropped outcomes with the revised NPV counts 
per continent (106 NPV counts in Africa and 55 NPV counts in Asia) the average 
arithmetic mean of the NPVs shows that the average NPV outcomes of both com-
ponents are similar. However, the NPV/capital cost ratio of Asia is still higher than 
the one of Africa with 0.91 and 1.08 compared to 0.5 in the minimum and 0.63 in the 
African maximum case. This basically means that projects conducted within the 
Asian continent seem to be more capital cost effective than the ones in Africa. Tak-
ing a closer look by comparing the overall- vs. the partial-NPVs the result for both 
continents looks similar: The NPV/capital cost ratio of the overall-NPVs is again 
higher respectively better for both continents than the one for the partial-NPVs (refer 
to Appendix AA for the results of the continental overall-NPV comparison and to 
Appendix AB for the ones of the partial-NPV comparison). However, looking at the 
total project costs it needs to be noted that analysis still includes an African “high-
value” total project costs project which discloses total project costs of 3,985 Mio 
USD and a partial-NPV of 25 Mio USD.152 In order to be able to compare the adjusted 
project type categories and the corresponding WB costs, the following table outlines 
the revised shares per category: 
 
                                              
152 Cf. Tanzania – Report ICR1511: Total WB costs of 170 Mio USD. 
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Table 24: Continental Project Type Category Comparison excluding “high-value” 
NPVs153 
 
Due to the 4 Bangladeshi “high-value” NPV projects the decrease of the total amount 
of the Asian WB costs by roughly 29 percent from 2,983 to 2,136 Mio USD is a lot 
higher than the decrease of the WB costs in Africa by roughly 7 percent from 6,127 
to 5,709 Mio USD. Therefore, even though there is a higher decrease of the ‘Trans-
portation Development’ project type according to the amount in Africa than in Asia, 
the share of the total WB costs decreases in Africa to 34.94 from 37.73 percent, 
whereat it actually increases to 41.03 from 35.98 percent in Asia. Besides some 
minor changes to the %-shares in both continents the noteworthy difference found 
for the share of the total WB costs of the ‘Power’ project type category further in-
creases from 7.81 percent (in the case where all projects are considered) to 10.17 
percent where the 7 “high-value” NPV projects are excluded. Another interesting 
change in Asia is the drop in the share of the total WB costs for the ‘Governmental 
Administration’ project type category from 15.06 to 7.92 percent.  
Although differences can be found by comparing the continental sector codes and 
their respective project types, no conclusion can be made since the outlined sector 
codes of the ICR reports only refer to the WB financing part of a project. In the total 
                                              
153 Cf. Appendices AC, AD and AE provide an overview of the sector codes and the corresponding 
percentages as well as the assigned sector codes per project type category per continent when 
excluding “high-value” NPV projects for both continents. 
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case of the 168 NPV projects, the WB share is only about 27 percent (9,110 Mio 
USD out of 33,506 Mio USD; refer to table 12: Result NPV and Cost Values of the 
LDCs), whereat it increases to about 39 percent (7,845 Mio USD out of 20,280 Mio 
USD; refer to table 17: Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs excluding “high-
value” NPVs) in the case where the 7 “high-value” NPV projects are excluded. Un-
fortunately, the data basis provided within the ICR documents does not allow for 
further analysis to examine the continental differences. Therefore, it must be con-
cluded that the continental differences could be due to project type differences, but 
as well to other factors, such as the project handling by the implementation agency, 
country specific differences, governmental processes, project teams. 
4.4 Appraisal vs. Result NPVs 
This chapter outlines the differences between the appraisal and the result values. 
To assure that there is a common basis of comparison only those NPV projects 
outlining an NPV value for the appraisal as well as for the result stage are con-
sidered. Furthermore, the following points need to be highlighted in order to better 
understand the appraisal vs. result comparison: 
 
 To ensure a common basis of comparison the NPV of the appraisal and the 
result stage must be of the same type, meaning for example, that the overall-
NPV of the appraisal stage as well requires the disclosure of the overall-NPV 
of the result stage. In order to ensure the common comparison basis for the 
partial-NPVs, each relevant partial-NPV project is researched for the compo-
nents the partial-NPV is based on. 
 The calculation of the NPV values of the appraisal stage is based on the 
planned project start date, whereas the calculation for the result stage is 
based on the actual project start date. The advantage of the result NPV cal-
culation vs. the appraisal NPV calculation is that the approximations for future 
cash flows are more precise since a validation of in- and outflows has already 
happened during the course of the project implementation respectively dura-
tion period.  
 82 
 
 Due to this approach the benefits and costs as well as the applied project 
duration, discount rate and NPV-horizon can vary between the appraisal and 
the result stage of a project. 
4.4.1 Results of the LDCs 
In this chapter the cumulative sums and arithmetic means of the NPVs and their 
related capital costs, as well as the corresponding average discount rates, project 
durations and NPV-horizons at the appraisal and the result stage are presented and 
compared. In order to do so, the following table provides the reader with the NPV 
counts of the same type which are outlined for the appraisal and the result stage 
within an ICR report:  
 
 
Table 25: NPV Counts of the LDCs at the Appraisal and Result Stage 
 
Obviously, the number of NPV counts is the same for the appraisal and the result 
stage for the 67 total, 29 overall- and 38 partial-NPVs. However, differences can be 
found in the sub-types, since 13 standalone-NPVs of the appraisal stage have been 
replaced by scenario-NPVs at the result. Generally, the conversion from standalone- 
to scenario-NPVs happens for both the overall- and the partial-NPVs.154 Further-
more, all of the appraisal NPVs are positive NPVs whereas out of the 67 NPVs 3 
are neutral and 1 is negative at the result stage. 
                                              
154 Author’s Note: Both, the appraisal and the result NPV counts contain 2 manually calculated overall-
NPVs and 1 sample-NPV, whereas at the appraisal stage the manually calculated overall-NPVs and 
the sample-NPV are outlined as standalone-NPVs, but only 1 manually calculated overall-NPV is 
outlined as standalone-NPV at the result stage, the other 2 have been converted to scenario-NPVs. 
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The following table shows the outcome of the economic comparison analysis of the 
appraisal and result values for the total NPVs based on the cumulative sum and the 
arithmetic mean values: 
 
 
Table 26: Total NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs at the Appraisal and Result Stage 
 
At a glance it can be said that for the evaluated 67 projects, the NPV values in the 
minimum as well as in the maximum case actually double from the appraisal towards 
the result stage, whereat the costs slightly decrease. This essentially means that 
the initially expected outcome was expected to be only half as it was reevaluated at 
project completion. Even though the planned average project duration increases by 
1.52 years from 5.34 to 6.87 years as well as the NPV-horizon by 1.56 years from 
19.35 to 20.91 years, the higher average discount rate of the result stage, namely 
11.28 compared to 11.14 percent, compensates the longer NPV-horizon period in 
case of positive cash flows. Although the total project costs for the 67 projects in-
creases by roughly 205 Mio USD, the share of the costs covered or funded by the 
WB decreases by 66 Mio USD. Interestingly, the doubling of the NPV cumulative 
sum values is due to the high increase of the partial-NPVs. Those increase from 
13,054 to 31,990 Mio USD in the minimum case and from 13,072 to 32,014 Mio 
USD in the maximum case from the appraisal towards the result stage. In compari-
son the related capital costs only slightly increase by 419 Mio USD in the minimum 
and by 410 Mio USD in the maximum case –both to 3,909 Mio USD. However, the 
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overall-NPV values decrease from 2,992 to 1,658 Mio USD in the minimum and from 
5,357 to 4,329 Mio USD in the maximum case. In line with this, the overall-NPV 
related capital costs as well decrease by 587 Mio USD to 6,092 Mio USD in the 
minimum and by 597 Mio USD to 6,082 Mio USD in the maximum case. 155 As a 
matter of fact it needs to be noted that those values contain 4 “high-value” NPVs (2 
partial- and 2 overall-NPVs), whereat the decisive project is again the Bangladeshi 
project “35449” disclosing a NPV of 11,179 Mio USD at the appraisal and 28,918 
Mio USD at the result stage.156 Should the 4 “high-value” NPV projects be excluded, 
the results will appear as follows:  
 
 
Table 27: Total NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs at the Appraisal and Result Stage 
excluding “high-value” NPVs 
 
In the minimum case the cumulative sum of the NPVs slightly decreases by 125 Mio 
USD for the 63 projects, whereat it increases by 188 Mio USD in the maximum case. 
Therefore, it can be noted that in principle the appraised NPV values do develop as 
expected during the course of the project implementation. However, looking at re-
                                              
155 Cf. Appendices AF and AG provide an overview of the overall- and partial-NPV and cost values of 
the LDCs at the appraisal and result stage. 
156 Cf. Appendix AH shows the “high-value” NPV projects disclosing a NPV at the appraisal and the 
result stage. 
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lated capital costs it needs to be noted that there is an increase of at least 7.8 per-
cent in average in order to achieve the anticipated NPVs. Furthermore, the total 
project costs also increase by 14.2 percent during the course of the project imple-
mentation, whereat the share of the WB costs again slightly decreases by 0.5 per-
cent. Looking at the overall- and partial-NPVs separately the picture as described 
above when considering the “high-value” NPV projects is similar: The result overall-
NPV values and the related capital costs decrease compared to the appraised ones, 
whereat the partial-NPV values and the related capital costs increase at the result 
stage compared to the appraisal values (refer to Appendices AI and AJ). Further-
more, it can be noted that the NPV/capital cost ratio of the overall-NPVs (0.94 (ap-
praisal) and 0.70 (result) in the minimum and 0.94 (appraisal) and 0.97 (result) in 
the maximum case) is again higher respectively better than the one for the partial-
NPVs (0.59 (appraisal) and 0.59 (result) in the minimum and 0.6 (appraisal) and 0.6 
(result) in the maximum case) in both the appraisal and the result stages. As a con-
clusion of the appraisal vs. result comparison it can be noted that expected out-
comes of the appraisal stage are generally achieved and projects develop as initially 
planned, although both –the related capital costs and the total project costs– do 
slightly increase during the course of the project implementation phase. 
4.4.2 Continent Comparison 
This chapter deals with the comparison of the appraisal and the result values be-
tween the African and Asian continents. In order to set the basis of comparison the 
following table provides an overview of the appraisal and result NPV counts for both 
continents, whereat the matrix distinguishes between total, overall- and partial-
NPVs per row, and the total number and between positive, neutral and negative 
NPV counts as per the columns:  
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Table 28: NPV Counts of Africa and Asia at the Appraisal and Result Stage 
 
The distribution of the NPV counts per continent is almost exactly two-thirds of the 
NPV reports in Africa (45) and one-third (22) in Asia, whereat all 3 neutral and the 
negative NPV of the result stage belong to the Asian continent. However, the dis-
closure rate for ICR reports disclosing an appraisal as well as result NPV is 9.7 
percent in Asia which is higher than the 7.8 percent in Africa. For both continents 
the share of the overall-NPVs is lower with 20 and 9 overall-NPVs compared to 25 
and 13 partial-NPVs in Africa and Asia.157 Interestingly, for all of the continental over-
all- and partial-NPVs the share of the scenario-NPVs at the result stage is higher 
than at the appraisal stage. A possible interpretation for this could be that the single 
NPV values estimated at project appraisal turn out to be dependent on varying fac-
tors influencing future cash flows, so that it is more appropriate to provide a range 
for the result NPV estimations at project completion. 
The following table compares the outcomes of the total NPVs and the corresponding 
cost values of Africa and Asia at the appraisal and the result stages based on cu-
mulative sum and arithmetic mean values: 
 
                                              
157 Author’s Note: In Africa there are 2 manually calculated overall- and 1 sample-NPV at the appraisal 
and the result stage, whereas in Asia there is neither a manually calculated overall- nor a sample-
NPV. 
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Table 29: Total NPV and Cost Values of Africa and Asia at the Appraisal and Result 
Stage 
 
Obviously, the high increase of the cumulative sum of the NPVs at the result stage 
is due to the Asian continent and its “high-value” projects. At the appraisal stage 
Asia makes up 78 percent in the minimum case and 81 percent in the maximum 
case of the cumulative sum of the NPVs of the LDCs, whereas its share actually 
increases to 89 in the minimum case and 90 percent in the maximum case at the 
result stage. In Africa, the NPV values for the minimum and the maximum case only 
slightly increase during the project implementation phase together with a slight de-
crease of the related capital costs. In Asia however, the cumulative sum of the NPVs 
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rises about 140 percent to about 30,070 Mio USD in the minimum case and about 
219 percent to 32,679 Mio USD in the maximum case, whereas there is actually no 
change to the related capital costs. The NPV/capital cost ratio is below 1 in Africa 
for the appraisal and result stages, whereas the Asian ratios are all above 1 with 
2.33 for the appraisal minimum and 2.77 for the maximum case, rising to 5.16 for 
the minimum and 6.08 for the maximum case at the result stage. Africa’s share of 
the total project costs is slightly larger compared against Asia with 6,137 Mio USD 
compared 5,799 Mio USD at the appraisal stage. The difference actually increases 
when looking at the result stage, whereas comparing it continental wise there is an 
increase to 6,434 Mio USD in Africa and even a slight decrease to 5,707 Mio USD 
in Asia. For the African countries, the share of the WB financing of the total project 
costs decreases whereas the amount of 2,612 Mio USD stays. In Asia there is even 
a slight decrease for the WB financing portion from 1,311 Mio USD at the appraisal 
to 1,245 Mio USD at the result stage.158 
Excluding the 4 “high-value” NPV projects basically reduces the African minimum 
and maximum NPVs by 1,453 Mio USD at the appraisal and by 1,441 Mio USD at 
the result stage. On the other hand the Asian NPVs are reduced by 11,789 Mio USD 
in the appraisal minimum and by 14,154 Mio USD in the maximum case and even 
more drastically by 29,528 Mio USD in the minimum and by 31,893 Mio USD in the 
maximum case at the result stage as following table highlights: 
 
 
                                              
158 Author’s Note: Appendices AK and AL provide an overview over the overall- and partial-NPV and 
cost values of Africa and Asia at the appraisal and result stage. 
 89 
 
 
Table 30: Total NPV and Cost Values of Africa and Asia at the Appraisal and Result 
Stage excluding “high-value” NPVs 
 
The picture shown above is totally different than the one described for the continen-
tal appraisal and result comparison including “high-value” NPVs: Now Africa holds 
the higher share of the cumulative sum of the NPVs of the LDCs with about 74 
percent in the appraisal minimum and 73 percent in the maximum case. At the result 
stage the share is even higher with about 80 percent in the minimum and 74 percent 
in the maximum case. For both cases –minimum and maximum– the cumulative 
sum of the NPVs slightly increases in the African case. However, for the remainder 
of the 20 Asian projects the cumulative NPV value drops from 733 to 542 Mio USD 
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in the minimum and only increases by 36 Mio USD to 786 Mio USD in the maximum 
case. What is interesting to note is that in Africa all costs (related capital, total project 
and WB costs) increase at the result stage, whereas in Asia all of the cost types 
have dropped. The NPV/capital cost ratio is below 1 for any of the African cases for 
both appraisal and result stages, whereat the ratios actually decrease further at pro-
ject completion (appraisal: 0.63 (min) and 0.63 (max); result: 0.59 (min) and 0.61 
(max)). In Asia a ratio above 1 exists for both appraisal cases (1.01 (min) and 1.04 
(max)), but 1 below 1 for the minimum case (0.78) of the result stage. Only in the 
Asian maximum case the ratio is again above 1 (1.14). Even though Asia has the 
possibility to achieve a better NPV/cost ratio than appraised, the result ratios deviate 
more from the appraisal ones than it is the case within Africa.159 
4.5 Economic Rate of Return Result Values 
In this chapter the analysis of the ERR is presented. In order to be able to evaluate 
and compare the outcome of portfolio ERRs of non-NPV projects, the following 
chapters will share the results of the ERR analysis conducted based on the same 
790 ICR data basis which was used for the NPV analysis. Firstly, the results of the 
LDCs are outlined and sensitized by excluding “high-value” ERR projects. In the 
subsequent chapter a continent comparison for all ERRs and for the ones exclu-
ding “high-values” is conducted. 
4.5.1 Results of the LDCs 
This chapter outlines the results of the disclosed ERRs of the result stage within the 
ICR reports. In order to set the basis for a common understanding, the following 
table provides an overview of the total ERR counts of the LDCs in comparison to 
the ERR counts for projects outlining a NPV and for those which do not: 
 
                                              
159 Author’s Note: Appendices AM and AN provide an overview of the overall- and partial-NPV and 
cost values of Africa and Asia at the appraisal and result stage excluding the 4 “high-value” projects. 
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Table 31: Result ERR Counts of the LDCs 
 
In total there are 218 ERRs disclosed within the ICR report data set. The intersection 
for the reports disclosing an ERR as well as a NPV at the result stage is 159 counts 
(in total there have been 168 result NPVs disclosed). On top of that there are 59 
ERR disclosures which are based on non-NPV projects. For each of the ERR counts 
the partial-ERRs do prevail as it is the case for the NPV counts of the LDCs (refer 
to table 11: Result NPV Counts of the LDCs).160   
The table below shows the outcome of the ERR analysis of the result stage. The 
arithmetic mean () and range of the ERRs are expressed in percentage, whereat 
there is always a minimum and a maximum value due to disclosure of ERR-scenar-
ios. Further to this, there is a “Min” and a “Max Scenario” for the ERR-range: 
 
 
Table 32: Result ERRs of the LDCs 
 
The arithmetic mean of the 218 ERRs lies between 29.98 and 48.24 percent. This 
is at least 3 times as much as the corresponding discount rate of 11.19 percent. The 
                                              
160 Author’s Note: Except a few cases, the disclosed ERR type (overall or partial) is of the same type 
as the disclosed NPV. See Appendices AO and AP for the overall- and partial-ERR results of the 
LDCs. 
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minimum and maximum value for both ERR-range scenarios are -8 and 1,105.65161. 
Furthermore, the total costs of 37,192 Mio USD of the total ERRs are 3,686 Mio 
USD higher than the ones for the result total NPVs of 33,506 Mio USD (refer to table 
12: Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs). Accordingly, the WB costs are also 
higher with 10,812 Mio USD, namely about 1,072 Mio USD which is approx. 19 
percent, compared to the total WB costs of the result total NPV projects of the LDCs 
with about 9,110 Mio USD. Looking at the 159 intersection projects it can be noted 
that the percentages are slightly lower and the ERR-ranges are narrower respec-
tively showing less extreme values than the ones for the total ERR projects. On the 
other hand the percentage values of the total ERRs for non-NPV projects are gen-
erally higher with a minimum percentage of 38.8 and a maximum of 57.17, whereas 
the ranges of the minimum and maximum scenario are defining the ranges of the 
total 218 ERRs. 
When excluding “high-value” projects the ERR counts are as follows: 
  
 
Table 33: Result ERR Counts of the LDCs excluding “high-value” ERR projects 
 
In total, 20 projects are defined as “high-value” ERR projects162 disclosing ERR per-
centages above 100. 15 projects of them disclose ERRs with percentage values 
between 101 and 200 and 5 projects disclose ERR values above 200 percent. The 
table below shows the adjusted outcome for the ERR counts excluding the “high-
value” ERR projects: 
  
                                              
161 Author’s Note: The ERR-range is based on the whole data set including “high-value” ERRs, 
whereas ERRs of 100 or higher percentages are defined as “high”. 
162 Cf. Appendix AQ provides an overview of the result ERRs disclosing values above 100 percent. 
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Table 34: Result ERRs of the LDCs excluding “high-value” ERR projects163 
 
Generally, it can be noted that the ERR values decrease for each of the researched 
areas. The highest decrease of the arithmetic mean can be noted for total ERRs of 
the non-NPV projects from 38.8 to 18.91 percent in the minimum and even more 
drastically from 57.17 to 31.35 percent in the max case.164 The decrease of the ERRs 
of the non-NPV projects is as well reflected by the fact that the average discount 
rate increases from 10.72 to 10.82 percent while the ERR-horizon drops by half a 
year. Furthermore, the total ERRs of the NPV projects now show higher minimum 
and maximum values for the arithmetic mean than the total ERRs of the non-NPV 
projects. Obviously, the exclusion of projects comes along with a reduction in the 
cost values, whereat the total project costs of the total ERRs decrease from 37,192 
to 35,994 Mio USD and the WB costs from 10,812 to 10,132 Mio USD.  
As an result of this analysis it needs to be noted that besides the positive outcome 
of the 168 result total NPV projects there are additionally 59 result total ERR projects 
which do outline higher and respectively better ERR values than the intersectional 
159 NPV projects outlining ERRs. The reason for the higher ERR arithmetic means 
of the non-NPV projects lies in their overall-ERRs, whereby the minimum arithmetic 
mean of the overall-ERRs of the non-NPV projects is still about 23 percent higher 
than the maximum arithmetic mean of the overall-ERRs of the NPV projects (refer 
                                              
163 Author’s note: See Appendices AR and AS for the overall- and partial-ERR results of the LDCs 
excluding “high-value” projects. 
164 Author’s Note: The decrease of ERR values of the non-NPV projects is mainly due to the exclusion 
of the Guinea-Bissau ICR1347 report which outlines an overall-ERR of 1,105.65 percent. 
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to Appendix AO). Although the partial-to-overall-ERR counts ratio is higher for the 
NPV-projects (1.89; 104 partial-ERRs compared to 55 overall-ERRs) than for the 
non-NPV projects (1.27; 33 partial-ERRs compared to 26 overall-ERRs), the partial-
ERRs of the non-NPV projects do account for about two-third of the actual total 
project costs with about 2,917 Mio USD compared to 1,543 Mio USD total project 
costs of the overall-ERRs (refer to Appendix AP). On the other hand the total project 
costs of the partial-ERRs of the NPV projects of 16,605 Mio USD are more or less 
equal to the total project costs of the overall-ERRs of 16,127 Mio USD. Still, looking 
at the minimum and maximum arithmetic means of the partial-ERRs, they are com-
parably high for both groups with a 5 percent higher value in the minimum and a 4 
percent higher value in the maximum case of the ERRs of the NPV projects. In the 
case where all “high-value” ERR projects are excluded, the intersectional average 
ERRs of the 143 projects are slightly higher than the ones from the non-NPV pro-
jects, whereat here the partial-ERRs of the non-NPV projects disclose a higher max 
arithmetic mean with 36.55 percent than the one from the NPV projects with 35.45 
percent (refer to Appendix AS). In contrast, the overall-ERRs of the non-NPV pro-
jects do disclose slightly lower values for the minimum and the maximum case than 
the overall-ERRs of the NPV projects (refer to Appendix AR). However, even in the 
“high-value” exclusion case the average arithmetic mean of the ERRs of the non-
NPV projects lies between 18.91 and 31.35 percent compared to its average dis-
count rate of 10.83 percent. 
4.5.2 Continent Comparison 
This chapter deals with the comparison of the result values between the African and 
Asian continents. In order to set the basis of comparison the following table provides 
an overview of the NPV counts for Africa and Asia, whereat the matrix distinguishes 
between total, overall- and partial-NPVs per row and the total number and between 
the total number of ERR counts, the intersection of ERR counts and NPV projects 
as well as the ERR counts of non-NPV projects: 
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Table 35: Result ERR Counts of Africa and Asia 
 
Overall, Africa outnumbers Asia with 142 compared to 76 ERRs. However, Asia still 
shows a higher ERR disclosure ratio of 37 percent (76 out of 206 ERRs) compared 
to that of Africa which reports 25 percent (142 out of 574 ERRs). For both continents 
the total partial-ERRs again prevail. In Asia the partial-ERRs count 40 compared to 
36 overall-ERRs whereas in Africa there are 97 partial- and 45 overall-ERRs. Inter-
estingly, the reverse is evident in the Asian ERR counts of non-NPV projects, where 
the overall-ERRs amount to 3 times (15) the number of partial-ERRs (5). 
The following table compares the outcomes of the continental ERRs of the result 
stage, based on the minimum and maximum values of the arithmetic mean and the 
ERR ranges: 
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Table 36: Result Total ERR Values Comparison of Africa and Asia165 
 
In general, the arithmetic mean of the African total ERRs is higher with a minimum 
of 33 and a maximum of 53.18 percent compared to the Asian total ERRs arithmetic 
mean minimum value of 24.32 and a maximum value of 39.02 percent. The actual 
total project costs of 20,637 Mio USD of Africa are about 25 percent higher than the 
16,554 Mio USD in Asia, whereby the related total WB costs are more than twice as 
high in Africa with 7,305 Mio USD as in Asia with 3,507 Mio USD. Interestingly, the 
total ERRs of the NPV projects of both continents do show similarly “high-values” 
for all ERR and cost values. However, the continental difference can be found in the 
area of total ERRs of non-NPV projects. Here, the African minimum arithmetic mean 
is more than twice as high as the Asian maximum arithmetic mean (48.79 percent 
compared to 23.97 percent). Furthermore, the African maximum arithmetic mean 
                                              
165 Cf. Appendices AT and AU provide an overview of the overall- and partial-ERR outcomes of Africa 
and Asia. 
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reaches more than 74 percent, which is more than 7 times higher than the corre-
sponding discount rate of 10.5 percent. 
In case the 20 “high-value” ERR projects are excluded the continental ERR counts 
look as per following table: 
  
 
Table 37: Result ERR Counts of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” ERRs 
 
Out of the 200 “high-value” ERR projects, 16 can be found in Africa. Additionally, 4 
of the above 200 ERRs also belong to Africa. Obviously, the percentage difference 
within the disclosure rate of the 2 continents further decreases, namely to 36 percent 
in Asia (72 out of 202) and to 23 percent in Africa (126 out of 558). Interestingly, 
there are no changes to the ERR counts of the non-NPV projects in Asia, whereas 
4 out of the 16 African “high-value” ERRs belong to this area. The following table 
compares the outcomes of the continental ERRs based on the minimum and maxi-
mum values of the arithmetic mean and the ERR ranges, and based on the exclu-
sion of the 20 “high-value” ERRs: 
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Table 38: Result Total ERRs of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” ERRs166 
 
Removing the “high-value” ERRs sheds a different light on the continental compa-
rison. Firstly, the arithmetic means of the 2 continents are now similarly high with 
22.37 to 33.43 percent for Africa and 21.94 to 31.71 percent for Asia. For both con-
tinents the minimum arithmetic mean is at least twice as high as the corresponding 
discount rate and approx. 3 times higher in the maximum case. What is interesting 
to note is the fact that the African minimum and maximum arithmetic means of the 
ERRs of the NPV projects of 23.79 and 32.6 percent lie between the minimum 
(18.69 percent) and maximum (35.57 percent) arithmetic means of the ERRs of the 
non-NPV projects. On the other hand, the minimum (19.31 percent) and maximum 
(23.97 percent) arithmetic means of the non-NPV projects in Asia are worse than 
the minimum (22.94 percent) and maximum (34.69 percent) of the NPV projects. 
However, shrinking differences can be found when comparing these results to the 
                                              
166 Cf. Appendices AV and AW provide an overview of the overall- and partial-ERR outcomes of Africa 
and Asia when “high-value” ERR projects are excluded. 
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minimum and maximum arithmetic means of 26.11 and 44.39 percent of the ERRs 
of NPV projects (refer to table 36: Result Total ERR Values Comparison of Africa 
and Asia).  
In terms of total project costs, the 19,436 Mio USD total costs for Africa are 2,966 
Mio USD higher than the 16,470 Mio USD total project costs for Asia. Furthermore, 
the total WB costs of 6,591 Mio USD in Africa are twice as high as the 3,457 Mio 
USD WB costs in Asia. Therefore, the share of the WB costs of the total project 
costs is higher in Africa with a share of approx. 34 percent compared to 21 percent 
in Asia. However, it needs to be noted that this costs analysis includes 3 “high-value” 
total project costs projects with total project costs above 1,000 Mio USD (2 in Asia 
and 1 in Africa) where the disclosed ERRs are below 100 percent.167  
4.6 Additional Economic and Financial Indicator Result Values 
This chapter deals with the result description of the indicator analysis other than the 
NPV and the ERR. As described in chapter 3.1 Additional Economic and Financial 
Indicators, additional economic and financial indicators other than NPV and ERR 
which are also outlined within the ICR reports include the BCR, Net Benefit, FNPV 
as well as FRR. In order to determine and evaluate the ICR documents on the broad-
est financial basis, the outcomes of each of these additional economic and financial 
indicators for various portfolio groups need to also be considered. The first portfolio 
group provides the results on the total values of the additional economic and finan-
cial indicators. The second group then examines the results of the intersectional 
portfolio values which are shared with the projects either outlining a NPV or an ERR 
value. In the third group, the portfolio values of the economic and financial indicators 
which are outlined in non-NPV and non-ERR reports are examined. The fourth and 
the fifth group are sub-groups of the third portfolio group which are based on the 
outcome of the following pre-study: 
 
                                              
167 Author’s Note: Africa: Tanzania – Report ICR1511: partial-ERR of 8 percent, total project costs of 
3,985 Mio USD; Asia: Bangladesh – Report ICR317: overall-ERR of 21 and 51 percent, total project 
costs of 4,300 Mio USD; Asia: Bangladesh – Report ICR2036: overall-ERR of 16 and 23 percent, 
total project costs of 7,508 Mio USD. 
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1. Within the third group there are intersections between the BCRs and the Net 
Benefits as well as between the FNPVs and the FRRs. 
2. Within the third group there are no intersections between the BCRs/Net Ben-
efits and the FNPVs/FRRs. 
3. All of the additional economic and financial indicators within the third group 
are intersectional values (as described under 1.) or single values which re-
present the only economic or financial indicator within an ICR document.  
 
The fourth group therefore outlines the outcome of the intersectional values for the 
third group, whilst the fifth group provides an overview of the single value results of 
the third group for any of the additional economic or financial indicators.168  
4.6.1 Benefit-Cost-Ratio and Net Benefit 
This chapter outlines the results of the BCRs and Net Benefits of the result stage 
within the researched ICR reports. The following table provides an overview of the 
BCR and Net Benefit counts of the LDCs according to the 5 portfolio groupings 
mentioned: 
 
 
Table 39: Result BCR and Net Benefit Counts of the LDCs169 
 
Even though the total number of Net Benefits is much higher (42) than the total 
number of BCRs (26), the counts of the non-NPV/ERR projects is higher for the 
BCRs than for the Net Benefits with a ratio of 2:1. This is actually no surprise given 
                                              
168 Author’s Note: Due to the limited counts of the additional economic and financial indicators the 
following analysis will focus on the results of the LDCs only, since a continent comparison is not 
meaningful. 
169 Author’s Note: No analysis on appraisal values of the BCRs and the Net Benefits was conducted. 
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that in order to calculate the NPV of a project, the Net Benefit must also be calcu-
lated as well. However, the disclosure rate of the Net Benefits of the NPV projects 
is only about 18 percent (30 Net Benefits out of 168 NPVs).  
In total there are 39 Net Benefits and 20 BCR counts for the NPV/ERR projects. For 
each of the indicators, a distinction is made between overall- and partial-values. 
With the exception of the BCRs of the non-NPV/ERR projects, the partial-values 
always outnumber the overall-values. Looking at the 2 intersectional values of the 
non-NPV/ERR projects it can be concluded that there are 4 single BCRs and only 1 
single Net Benefit. 
The table below shows the outcome of analysis for the total BCRs as well as for the 
BCRs of the NPV/ERR projects. The arithmetic mean () of the BCR is expressed 
in percentage, whereat the figures for the total project costs as well as for the total 
WB costs are expressed in Mio USD. Furthermore, a cumulative sum (Cum Sum) 
underneath the arithmetic mean for both total costs types is given. For all BCR 
groups and their respective figures, the total, overall and partial-BCRs are provided, 
whereat the corresponding discount rates, actual project durations and BCR-hori-
zons are only outlined in cases where they have been disclosed within the ICR re-
ports:  
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Table 40: Result BCRs of the LDCs – 1 
 
Overall, the arithmetic mean for all 26 disclosed BCRs is 3.41, demonstrating a 
strong positive outcome for those projects. Looking at the BCRs of the NPV/ERR 
projects – which according to the total project costs make up approx. 61 percent 
(2,110 Mio USD out of 3,446 Mio USD) of the comparison basis– the ratio actually 
increases to 3.8. The values of the arithmetic mean for the total BCRs range from 
1.01 to 10.6 (respectively from 1.01 to 5.85 for the overall-BCRs and from 1.39 to 
10.6 for the partial-BCRs). Therefore, the arithmetic mean of the partial-BCRs is a 
lot higher than that of the corresponding overall-BCRs. Referring back to chapter 
4.3.1 Result NPVs of the LDCs, this is also reflected in the results for the partial-
NPVs when comparing them to the overall-NPVs. Whereat in case where the 7 
“high-value” NPV projects have been excluded, the outcome was reversed with 
slightly lower NPV/capital cost ratios for the overall-NPVs. The following table pro-
vides an overview of the remaining 3 groups of the BCR grouping, starting with the 
third group from the left: 
 
 103 
 
 
Table 41: Result BCRs of the LDCs – 2 
 
In summary, the arithmetic mean of 2.11 for the 6 BCRs of the non-NPV/ERR pro-
jects is slightly more than half of the 3.8 arithmetic mean of the NPV/ERR projects. 
The arithmetic mean of 2.23 for the partial-BCRs is only slightly higher than the one 
of the overall-BCRs of 2. Out of the 6 BCRs of the non-NPV/ERR, the 2 intersec-
tional ones disclose an average arithmetic mean of 3, whereat in this case the par-
tial-BCR shows a lower arithmetic mean of 2.21 compared against the overall-BCR 
of 3.78. The arithmetic mean of the 4 single BCRs is even lower with 1.67, whereat 
the arithmetic mean of the 2 partial-BCRs of 2.23 is twice as high as the one of the 
2 overall-BCRs. 
In order to ensure that there is a common basis of comparison for the BCRs of the 
non-NPV/ERR projects with the ones from the NPV/ERR projects, the total project 
costs need to be considered.170 The average total projects costs of the overall-BCRs 
of the NPV/ERR projects is approx. 41 Mio USD (refer to table 40: Result BCRs of 
                                              
170 Author’s Note: In general, the relevant and corresponding project costs need to be considered. 
Unfortunately, only for a few partial-BCRs the cost basis was provided within the ICR reports. As an 
alternative the total project costs will be considered.   
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the LDCs – 1), compared to the total project costs of 244 Mio USD of the 1 intersec-
tional overall-BCR project, and compared to the average total project costs of 15 
Mio USD of the 2 single Overall-BCR projects. On the other hand the average total 
projects costs of the partial-BCRs of the NPV/ERR projects is approx. 158 Mio USD 
(refer to table 40: Result BCRs of the LDCs – 1), compared to the total project costs 
of 25 Mio USD of the 1 intersectional partial-BCR project and compared to the av-
erage total project costs of 518 Mio USD of the 2 single partial-BCR projects. Thus, 
it needs to be concluded that due to different cost basis –which might be caused by 
the fact that the quantity of the non-NPV/ERR BCRs is limited only– no general 
judgment for the non-NPV/ERR project BCRs in comparison to the ones of the 
NPV/ERR project BCRs can be made. 
The following table shows the outcome of the Net Benefit analysis for all of the 5 
portfolio groups. The cumulative sum and the arithmetic mean () are provided for 
all groups, whereat the Net Benefit and all cost types are expressed in Mio USD: 
 
 
Table 42: Result Net Benefits of the LDCs 
 
In total, the 42 disclosed Net Benefits account for a cumulative sum of 17,581 Mio 
USD with an arithmetic mean of 419 Mio USD. The total Net Benefit costs include 
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both –capital as well as recurring costs.171 For many disclosed Net Benefits, there is 
no separation of the 2 cost types provided within the ICR reports and thus no dis-
tinction between the overall- and partial-Net Benefits can be made as no proper 
comparison basis exists. This also explains that in general the disclosed Net Benefit 
costs are higher than actual total project costs. Obviously, the 39 Net Benefits of the 
NPV/ERR projects disclose similar values than the total of 42 Net Benefits across 
all indicators. When comparing the Net Benefits and the Net Benefit costs of the 
NPV/ERR and non-NPV/ERR project groups, linearity can be recognized since both 
arithmetic means of the NPV/ERR project group outline values which are nearly 
twice as high as the ones from the non-NPV/ERR project group. The picture looks 
completely different when looking at the overall and partial-Net Benefits separately 
as no linearity can be recognized anymore.172 However, since there are only 3 non-
NPV/ERR Net Benefits compared to 39 NPV/ERR Net Benefits the basis for the 
group comparison is even worse than the one of the BCRs. Even with the exclusion 
of 5 of the “high-value” Net Benefits173, no linearity or basis of comparison can be 
found.174 
As a summary of this subchapter, the following points need to be highlighted: 
 
 For the non-NPV/ERR projects, there were 6 BCR projects: 2 Net Benefit 
intersectional projects and 4 single projects. 
 For the intersectional and the single BCRs of the non-NPV/ERR group the 
outcome was positive, although not as positive as the one of the NPV/ERR 
projects. Additionally, no direct connection was found between those 2 
groups as there was no basis provided for the comparison of total project 
costs. 
                                              
171 Author’s Note: For more than half of the disclosed Net Benefits the recurring costs have not been 
outlined and thus no consideration of them was possible. 
172 Cf. Appendices AX and AY provide an overview of the total, overall- and partial-Net Benefits. 
173 Cf. Appendix AZ provides an overview of the “high-value” Net Benefit projects. 
174 Cf. Appendices BA and BB provide an overview of the total, overall- and partial-Net Benefits when 
“high-value” Net Benefits are excluded. 
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 For the non-NPV/ERR projects, there were an additional 3 projects outlining 
Net Benefits: 2 BCR intersectional ones and 1 single project. 
 For the intersectional and the single Net Benefits of the non-NPV/ERR group 
the Net Benefits were higher than the corresponding Net Benefit costs. How-
ever due to a lack of comparison basis, no direct connection to the outcomes 
of the NPV/ERR project Net Benefits could be made. 
4.6.2 Financial Net Present Value and Financial Rate of Return 
This chapter outlines the results of the FNPVs and FRRs of the result stage within 
the researched ICR documents. The table below provides an overview of the FNPV 
and the FRR counts of the LDCs: 
 
 
Table 43: Result FNPVs and FRR Counts of the LDCs175 
 
Overall, the total FRRs (57) outnumber the total FNPVs (38). For both financial in-
dicators, NPV/ERR projects comprise approx. 85 percent of the total project counts 
(i.e. 32 out of 38 for the FNPVs and 49 out of 57 for the FRRs). In total there are 6 
FNPVs and 8 FRRs within the non-NPV/ERR project group, with an intersection of 
5 projects. Within the 38 counts of FNPVs, there is 1 neutral and 5 negative FNPVs 
which all belong to the NPV/ERR projects. Additionally, the counts of the non-
NPV/ERR projects include 1 “high-value” FNPV project.176 Since the FNPV and the 
FRR always refer to a certain object of consideration, there is no differentiation be-
tween overall- and partial-values. However, for both financial indicators there are 
standalone- and scenario-FNPVs and FRRs.  
                                              
175 Author’s Note: No analysis on appraisal values of the BCRs and the Net Benefits has been con-
ducted. 
176 Cf. Appendix BC provides an overview of the single “high-value” FNPV project. 
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In order to compare the FNPVs of the 5 portfolio groups, the following table provides 
an overview of the results of the LDCs. This data set excludes the single identified 
“high-value” FNPV project belonging to the NPV/ERR project group.177 When ana-
lyzing the FNPV values, the key issue encountered was the missing costs for the 
objects of consideration of the FNPVs, as for the majority of the FNPV disclosing 
ICR reports the corresponding costs were not outlined.178 However, as an approxi-
mation for the comparison, the total project costs for similar objects of considera-
tions have been taken into consideration. The following table provides an overview 
of the FNPVs of the LDCs whereat the same format structure as for the NPVs ap-
plies: 
 
 
Table 44: Result FNPVs of the LDCs excluding the single “high-value” FNPV Pro-
ject179 
 
When comparing the 5 non-NPV/ERR project group FNPV values with the 
NPV/ERR project group values there are 2 things to be noted: 
 
1. The “high-value” FNPV project is the 1 single FNPV of the non-NPV/ERR 
project group. Therefore, all of the non-NPV/ERR project group FNPVs con-
sist of an intersection with the FRR non-NPV/ERR project group. 
                                              
177 Cf. Appendices BD and BE provide an overview of the total result FNPV as well as a comparison 
of the total, positive, neutral and negative FNPVs. 
178 Cf. Appendix BF provides an overview of the objects of consideration of the total FNPVs. 
179 Cf. Appendix BG provides a comparison of the total, positive, neutral and negative FNPVs when 
the single “high-value” FNPV project is excluded. 
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2. The 5 intersectional FNPVs disclose a positive arithmetic mean for the 
FNPVs, whereas the comparison based on the total project costs is not 
meaningful due to different objects of considerations (different cost objects). 
 
Below table provides an overview of the FRRs of the LDCs whereat the same format 
structure as for the ERRs applies: 
 
 
Table 45: Result FRRs of the LDCs 
 
As indicated in the above illustration, the FRRs of the NPV/ERR projects show sim-
ilar arithmetic means and FRR ranges compared to the total FRRs. 8 of the FRRs 
pertaining to the non-NPV/ERR projects show a 16 percent higher minimum arith-
metic mean compared to the FRRs of the NPV/ERR projects, and is thus at least 3 
times higher than the corresponding discount rate. On the other hand their maximum 
arithmetic mean of 47.88 percent is approx. 7 percent lower than one of the 
NPV/ERR projects. Looking at the intersectional FRRs as well as at the single ones, 
they also disclose minimum arithmetic means which are at least 3 to 4 times higher 
than the corresponding discount rates. However, the total project costs of 155 Mio 
USD of the 8 non-NPV/ERR FRRs have no correlation to the total project costs of 
4,627 Mio USD of the 49 NPV/ERR FRRs. This is largely due to the fact that in 
contrast to the ERR, the FRR is based on a specific object of consideration which 
may either be a minor or major stakeholder, or comprise multiple stakeholders of 
the project at the same time. Unfortunately, for the majority of the outlined FRRs the 
costs of the objects of consideration could not be identified within the corresponding 
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ICR reports.180 Of the 57 FRRs, there are 3 projects which disclosed FRR values 
above 100 percent.181 All of those FRRs belong to the NPV/ERR project group. In 
case the “high-value” FRR projects are excluded, the difference of the arithmetic 
means between the NPV/ERR and the non-NPV/ERR project group increases, 
whereat the maximum arithmetic mean of 26.4 percent of the NPV/ERR project 
group is around 10 percent lower than the minimum arithmetic mean of 36.5 percent 
of the non-NPV/ERR project group.182 However, there are still no noteworthy 
changes to the total project costs.183 
As an outcome of this subchapter the following points need to be captured: 
 
 For the non-NPV/ERR project group FNPVs, there were in total 6 projects: 5 
FRR intersectional ones and 1 single project, whereat the single FNPV pro-
ject needed to be handled as a “high-value” FNPV. 
 For the non-NPV/ERR project group FRRs, there were an additional 8 pro-
jects outlining FRRs: 5 FNPV intersectional ones and 3 single projects. 
 For both financial indicators, disclosure details such as the total costs of the 
object of consideration were only sporadically provided within the ICR re-
ports, and thus no direct comparison of the outcomes of the NPV/ERR project 
FNPVs/FRRs and the ones from the non-NPV/ERR projects was possible.  
 However, the analysis showed that for the additional 9 projects (5 intersec-
tional projects, a single “high-value” FNPV and 3 single FRR projects) posi-
tive outcomes for certain project objectives were achieved. 
                                              
180 Cf. Appendix BF provides an overview of the objects of consideration of the total FRRs. 
181 Cf. Appendix BH provides an overview of the 3 “high-value” FRR projects. 
182 Author’s Note: The data set excluding “high-value” FRRs still includes 3 projects which disclose 
FRR values of 100 percent exactly, with 2 of them belonging to the NPV/ERR project group and 1 to 
the non-NPV/ERR project group. 
183 Appendix BI provides an overview of the result FRRs when the “high-value” FRRs are excluded. 
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4.7 Overall Project Performance 
This chapter deals with the overall project performance of the 790 ICR reports. In 
order to set the basis for a common understanding the following chapter provides 
the definition and visualizes the components determining the overall performance 
of a project. Following this, the project performance for the relevant economic and 
financial groups (as defined in the previous chapter) as well as for non-financial 
indicator projects will be evaluate and discussed. This analysis is conducted for the 
purpose of finding commonalities or linkages between the economic and financial 
indicator outcomes and the overall project performances. In the last subchapter a 
calculation approach for assessing the possible outcomes of all “non-financial indi-
cator” projects –those are all projects which do not outline any economic or financial 
indicator– is provided. For this assessment, the NPV and the ERR serve as the key 
and determining elements. 
4.7.1 Definition 
The overall project performance defines the overall outcome of a project. The per-
formance itself is described by the overall outcome rating which is defined as “the 
extent to which the operation's major relevant objectives were achieved, or are ex-
pected to be achieved, efficiently.”184 Therefore, the overall outcome rating serves as 
the measurement of the project’s overall performance, whereat it is derived from 
prior assessments of the relevance of objectives and design, and the degree to 
which each of the project objectives have been achieved and efficiency. Since the 
WB is defined as an objective-based institution, the measurement of achievements 
of the project development objectives (PDOs) has priority. In order to follow a com-
mon evaluation approach, each project’s objectives encompass both –PDOs and 
key associated outcome targets. In cases where the PDOs are vaguely worded, the 
key associated outcome targets will be used for the detailed project objectives as-
                                              
184 WB (2013), p. 30. 
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sessment. The goal of the outcome rating is to assess which of the defined objec-
tives have been achieved or are to be expected to be achieved, efficiently. In prin-
ciple, the guidance for the evaluators is based on the assessment of shortcomings:185 
 
 Shortcomings in the achievement of objectives: Some of the objectives have 
not been achieved/are not expected to be achieved, or where some of the 
objectives have been achieved/are expected to be achieved to a certain ex-
tent only.  
 Shortcomings in efficiency: The project fails to achieve/is not expected to 
achieve a return which exceeds the opportunity cost of capital and/or is not 
the least cost alternative. 
 Shortcomings in relevance: The extent to which the project’s objectives, de-
sign or implementation are inconsistent with the country’s development plans 
and the sectorial assistance strategies and aligned corporate goals with the 
WB. 
 
The rating scale for the overall project performance consists of 6 classifications, 
which are described as per the following definition:186 
 
 
Table 46: Overall Project Performance Rating Categories187 
                                              
185 Cf. WB (2013), p. 30 et sqq. 
186 Cf. WB (2013), p. 31 et seq. 
187 Author’s Note: The content analysis will only focus on the negative ratings in order to provide the 
reasons for bad performances within each area. 
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Besides the overall project performance there are 3 additional key performance ar-
eas which are evaluated during the course of the project implementation period. All 
of these additional performance areas will be described and handled in more detail 
during the course of the content analysis (refer to chapter 5 Qualitative Data Analy-
sis): 
 
 Sustainability (Risk to Development Outcome) Rating: Refer to chapter 5.2 
Sustainability 
 Bank Performance: Refer to chapter 5.3 Bank Performance 
o Quality at Entry (beginning after the design phase with project start) 
o Quality of Supervision (of the WB) 
 Borrower Performance: Refer to chapter 5.4 Borrower Performance 
o Government Performance  
o Implementation Agency Performance 
 
Each of these performance areas is evaluated separately. As shown above, the 
bank and borrower performances both contain sub-areas of performance. The same 
rating scale used for the overall project performance applies, with the exception for 
sustainability which is based on other rating categories and requires specific han-
dling. The following figure shows the performance framework of the WB evaluation 
process: 
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Figure 2: Overall Project Performance Categories 
 
As shown above, each of the additional key performance areas has the potential to 
affect the overall project performance. Even though each of the additional perfor-
mance areas is based on a separate assessment, a weak performance in one of 
those areas generally leads to a downgrading of the overall project performance. 
There may be cases where a negative borrower performance does not necessarily 
affect the overall project performance, since the PDOs are not affected. However, 
usually negative performances of the additional performance areas do affect the 
overall outcome of a project. An example of such would be the case of natural dis-
asters which affect the sustainability of a project, and may potentially lead to a lim-
ited achievement of a certain PDO.  
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4.7.2 Overall Project Performance Ratings 
This chapter outlines the overall project performance for different groups which have 
already been presented and discussed in the previous chapters. The principle idea 
is to see if there are some parallels between the overall project performance and 
the outcome of the economic and financial analysis. Therefore, the ratio of the neg-
ative projects in comparison to total number of projects defines the negative share 
of each group. For each group the total negative share as well as the shares per 
rating category are given. The following table provides an overview of the 3 major 
groups, namely the “all projects” group containing all 790 researched ICR reports, 
the “all financial indicator projects” group which consists of all projects outlining at 
least one of the presented economic or financial indicators and the “non-financial 
indicator projects” group which comprises all projects that do not outline any eco-
nomic or financial indicator: 
 
 
Table 47: Negative Project Shares – Group Comparison 1188 
 
In total there are 150 negative performance ratings out of 789 ICR reports, which 
lead to a total negative share of 19.01 percent. The all financial indicator group con-
taining only 33 negative performance projects out of a total of 243 projects therefore 
shows a lower but respectively better total negative share of 13.58 percent com-
pared against the 21.43 percent of the non-financial indicator group. In total there 
                                              
188 Author’s Note: The difference of 1 count for the 789 counts of the all projects group is due to the 
ICR report 36569 of Chad which does not outline any performance rating. 
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are only 2 “Highly Unsatisfactory” rated projects. Interestingly, for all groups the ma-
jority of negative ratings can be found in the “Unsatisfactory” category.189 The follow-
ing table illustrates the outcome of the different financial groups: 
 
 
Table 48: Negative Project Shares – Group Comparison 2190 
 
The outcome of the total negative shares for the 3 groups shows that the group with 
the total NPVs leads the financial groups comparison with 12.5 percent, followed by 
the total ERR projects with 13.3 percent and the other financial indicators projects 191 
with 14.16 percent. In order to compare the ERR outcomes presented in chapter 4.5 
Economic Rate of Return Result Values, table 32: Result ERRs of the LDCs the 
ERRs of the NPV projects and the non-NPV projects need to be considered as well. 
The following table examines the results of the ERRs of NPV projects as well as of 
non-NPV projects: 
 
                                              
189 Cf. Appendix BJ shows the results for the 3 groups when all “high-value” projects of all financial 
indicators are excluded, whereas there are no noteworthy changes. 
190 Appendix BK shows the results for the groups comparison when all “high-value” projects of all 
financial indicators are excluded, whereas there are no noteworthy changes. 
191 Author’s Note: This group consists of all projects outlining any economic or financial indicator other 
than the NPV or ERR, whereas those projects might as well outline a NPV or ERR value. 
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Table 49: Negative Project Shares – Group Comparison 3 
 
When considering the total negative share of 11.95 percent of the 159 ERR disclos-
ing NPV projects the difference is even larger compared to the negative share of 
13.3 percent of the total ERR projects. Therefore, it needs to be noted that there is 
no exact linearity found between the overall project performance and the ERR arith-
metic mean. However, in case where the “high-values” are excluded from the ERR 
outcomes as presented in chapter 4.5 Economic Rate of Return Result Values, table 
34: Result ERRs of the LDCs excluding “high-value” ERR projects, both the mini-
mum and maximum arithmetic mean of ERRs of the NPV projects are higher than 
those of the total ERRs and the ERRs of the non-NPV projects. This result is in line 
with the outcome of the above table, namely that higher ERR arithmetic means are 
linked to a better overall project performance. This relation is further endorsed in 
case all “high-values” or only the “high-value” ERRs are excluded when calculating 
the negative share of the overall project performance (refer to Appendices BL and 
BM). 
Still, no concrete linearity can be determined, since the minimal difference within the 
arithmetic means does not explain the larger difference between the overall perfor-
mances of the groups. In support of more evidence for this linkage, the other finan-
cial indicator groups could serve as a control group. However, even though the neg-
ative shares for both groups –the total financial indicator group (refer to table 49: 
Negative Project Shares – Group Comparison 2) and the one of the non-NPV/ERR 
 117 
 
projects (refer to table 49: Negative Project Shares – Group Comparison 3)– under-
line the found linkage, it is difficult to make a final conclusion due to following rea-
sons: 
 
1. There are 4 different types of additional economic and financial indicators, 
which due to the lack of disclosure quantity could not be compared based on 
the ERR basis.  
2. For the FNPV and FRR, the related capital costs for the objects of consi-
deration could not be gathered from the ICR reports, as some recurring costs 
for the Net Benefit consideration appear to be absent.  
 
In order to still substantiate the relation between the overall project performance 
and the ERR arithmetic mean, the table below presents the results of the nega-
tive and neutral NPV/ERR as well as the ones from the positive NPV and ERR 
projects: 
 
 
Table 50: Negative Project Shares – Group Comparison 4 
 
For the negative and neutral NPVs and ERRs only projects which disclose either a 
negative or a neutral ERR 192 or NPV or both financial indicators are considered. The 
reason to include neutral values as well is to increase the quantity of the counts . 
                                              
192 Author’s Note: An ERR value below 10 percent can be defined as neutral and below 0 percent as 
negative. 
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While the 19 counts of this group might not be representative, the total negative 
share of 42.11 percent favors the hypothesis that the lower the ERRs, the higher 
the negative share of the overall project performance. The positive NPV/ERR pro-
jects include only positive ERRs and/or positive NPVs, whereat the 191 counts rep-
resent an appropriate share of the total ICR reports. Their low negative share of 8.9 
percent again favors the hypothesis. 
When excluding all “high-values” the results are even more distinct with a negative 
share of 47.06 percent for the negative and neutral NPV/ERR projects and a nega-
tive share of 8.07 percent for the positive NPVs and ERRs.193 Therefore, the results 
of this analysis which need to be captured are: 
 
 There are no “Highly Unsatisfactory” ratings for positive NPV or ERR pro-
jects.194 
 Positive NPV and ERR projects disclose negative overall performance ra-
tings. The reasons behind negative overall outcomes of positive NPV and 
ERR projects can be diverse. Examples may include instances where a fi-
nancial perspective has not been defined within the PDOs, or the project was 
never supposed to reach a positive NPV (e.g. financial support project). 
 Even though there is no proven evidence for a direct linearity between the 
overall project performance and the ERR arithmetic mean the analysis based 
on the exclusion of “high-values” has shown that the higher the ERR arith-
metic the lower the negative share of the overall project performance. 
4.7.3 Outcome Calculation for Non-Financial Indicator Projects 
As outlined in the previous chapter, the negative share of the overall project perfor-
mance generally corresponds with the ERR arithmetic mean. Therefore, this chapter 
aims to make use of this linkage by iteratively calculating a possible ERR arithmetic 
                                              
193 Cf. Appendix BN shows the results for the groups comparison when all “high-value” projects of all 
financial indicators are excluded. 
194 Author’s Note: This has been verified throughout all NPV and ERR projects.  
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mean for the non-financial indicator projects. In order to do so the following points 
need to be taken into consideration:  
 
 The 2 main ERR groups, namely the ERRs of the NPV projects and the ERRs 
of the non-NPV projects serve as the central element to determine the pos-
sible ERR arithmetic mean of the non-financial indicator projects, given that 
all disclosed ERRs pertain to either one of them.  
 Aside from the 2 mentioned groups, the negative and neutral NPV/ERR pro-
ject group and the positive NPV/ERR project group are also considered so 
as to account for the most extreme negative/neutral and positive ERR arith-
metic means (refer to table 50: Negative Project Shares – Group Comparison 
4). 
 There is no differentiation between overall- and partial-ERRs or NPVs due to 
the following reasons: 
1. Not all overall- and partial-NPVs relate to overall- and partial-ERRs 
and as such, the counts of the overall- and partial-NPV/ERR sub-
groups is too limited to serve as a calculation basis. 
2. Partial-NPV and ERR projects generally disclose lower negative 
shares compared to overall-NPV and ERR projects. Thus, a high neg-
ative share for one of the above mentioned ERR groups cannot be 
argued with differences between overall- and partial-NPV and ERR 
projects.195 
  
The following table provides an overview of the source groups and their correspond-
ing counts and ERR arithmetic mean values as well as of the non-financial indicator 
ERR group for which the minimum and the maximum ERR arithmetic mean should 
be calculated: 
 
                                              
195 Cf. Appendices BO till BT present the outcomes of the overall- and partial- NPV and ERR analyses 
for all projects, for the ones when “high-value” NPVs/ERRs are excluded and for the projects where 
no “high-values” at all are contained. 
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Table 51: Missing ERRs of Non-Financial Indicator Projects 
 
As per the boundaries set by the source groups the ERR arithmetic mean of the 
non-financial indicator projects should lie somewhere between 2.93 percent and 
57.17 percent. In order to further narrow down the boundary percentages an itera-
tive approximation196 can be used. In principle, this approximation follows a two-step 
approach. In the first step the “ERR Share Factor” based on the minimum and the 
maximum arithmetic means of the 4 source groups is calculated. The ERR share 
factor is the quotient of the sum of the negative shares and the sum of the minimum 
and maximum (respectively) arithmetic means of the ERRs of the 4 source groups. 
The minimum and maximum ERR share factors for the table above are as follows:197 
  
 
Equation 7: ERR Share Factor 
 
                                              
196 Cf. Freund/Hoppe (2007), unpag. 
197 Author’s Note: To calculate the ERR share factor based on an unweighted approach using the 
dividend of the sum of the negative shares divided by the sum of the ERR arithmetic means has 
proven to provide more reasonable results than using a weighted ERR share factor (refer to Appen-
dices BU and BV). 
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Each “Share Difference” which is the difference between the negat ive share of the 
source group and the non-financial indicator group can then be divided by the mi-
nimum respectively maximum ERR-share factor. The result of each group is then 
subtracted from the corresponding minimum respectively maximum ERR arithmetic 
mean of the same group. The minimum and maximum values of the calculated min-
imum and maximum ERRs of all groups then define the outer boundary values of 
the ERRs of the non-financial indicator projects. In the second iterative step, the 
arithmetic means of the calculated minimum and maximum ERRs of all groups can 
be calculated as to further narrow down the results of the searched minimum and 
maximum ERRs of the non-financial indicator projects: 
 
 
Table 52: Calculated ERRs of Non-Financial Indicator Projects 
 
The minimum value of 14.55 percent and the maximum value of 86.76 percent de-
scribe the respective minimum and maximum value of the minimum and maximum 
ERR arithmetic mean of the non-financial indicator projects group. The calculated 
arithmetic means of 23.8 and 44.13 percent further narrow down possible minimum 
and maximum ERR arithmetic means of the non-financial indicator group. Obvi-
ously, this calculation follows an unweighted approach since no total counts of the 
source groups have been considered. However, the results of 23.8 and 44.13 per-
cent are more reasonable than following weighted approaches: 
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 The calculated minimum ERR of 23.8 percent is lower than the minimum 
ERR arithmetic means of all groups disclosing lower negative shares, but as 
well higher than the one of the negative and neutral NPV/ERR projects and 
thus favors the hypothesis that the lower the ERRs, the higher the negative 
share of the overall project performance.  
 Even though the maximum calculated ERR of 44.13 percent is only slightly 
lower than the one of the ERRs of the NPV projects, it is still higher than the 
one of the negative and neutral NPV/ERR projects and thus favors the hy-
pothesis as well. 
 For each of the 2 weighted approaches for calculating the minimum and max-
imum ERR of the non-financial indicator groups (refer to Appendices BV and 
BW) the calculated minimum arithmetic mean ERRs appear to be too low 
with 16.66 and 19.37 percent. Furthermore, both calculated maximum arith-
metic mean ERRs are lower than the corresponding maximum ERR arithme-
tic mean of the negative and neutral NPV/ERR projects, al-though the nega-
tive share of the non-financial indicator projects is nearly twice as low as the 
share of the negative and neutral NPV/ERR projects. 
 
However, as shown in previous analyses, “high-values” always lead to distorted re-
sults. Therefore, the following table provides the outcome of the ERR calculation 
based on the exclusion of all “high-value” projects: 
 
 
Table 53: Calculated ERRs of Non-Financial Indicator Projects excluding “High-val-
ues” 
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When excluding the “high-value” projects for the unweighted approach the calcu-
lated minimum ERR of 16.42 percent and the calculated maximum ERR of 29.42 
percent again favor the hypothesis. On the other hand, both weighted approaches 
outline the same issues –disclosing lower minimum values than the unweighted ap-
proach and lower maximum values than the maximum value of the negative and 
neutral NPV/ERR projects.198 
4.7.4 Verification of Outcomes and Conclusion 
Obviously, the question on ‘how realistic are the presented outcomes in terms of 
reliability and accuracy’ arrives. Not only because of the “simplified” calculation ap-
proach itself, rather because of the fact that the ICR department is WB owned and 
thus data might be positively biased. In order to validate ICR overall project perfor-
mance ratings the data basis of the IEG can be used.199 The following table provides 
an overview of an exemplary comparison of 40 ICR overall project performances 
and the corresponding IEG evaluation:200  
 
                                              
198 Cf. Appendices BX, BY and BZ provide an overview of the second unweighted and the 2 weighted 
approaches for calculating the ERRs of the non-financial indicator groups when all “high-values” are 
excluded. 
199 Author’s Note: Access the IEG data evaluation catalog here: http://data.worldbank.org/data-cata-
log/IEG (call on 2014/12/30). 
200 Author’s Note: The projects for the comparison have been selected randomly, containing 33 NPV 
and 7 non-NPV projects. Appendix CA provides an overview of the listing of the compared reports. 
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Table 54: ICR vs. IEG Overall Project Performance Comparison 
 
What can be noticed at a glance is that the total counts for the negative (10) and 
positive (30) overall project performance ratings are the same for the ICR and the 
IEG evaluations. However, there are differences within the sub-rating categories: 
IEG evaluation is generally worse outlining more “Unsatisfactory” but less “Moder-
ately Unsatisfactory” ratings for the negative ratings and more “Moderately Satisfac-
tory” but less “satisfactory” for the positive overall project performances than the ICR 
reports. 
Finally, it needs to be noted that even though the overall project performance seems 
to relate to the ERR arithmetic means, the iterative approaches discussed above 
are only approximations, since no further project details were considered. The prin-
ciple idea is to provide the reader with a better feeling for potential ERR outcomes 
of the non-financial indicator projects. Another point to mention is that this analysis 
did not distinguished between the underlying detailed rating categories of the posi-
tive and negative overall project performances. For the negative sub-category rat-
ings there are only negligible differences, but stronger differences for the positive 
rating outcomes. Last but not least, the actual results of this analysis may deviate 
from the outcomes presented, since no additional hints on “lower” or “higher” ERRs 
 125 
 
for any of the 546 non-financial indicator projects were provided within the corre-
sponding ICR reports.  
4.8  NPV-Cost-Ratios and SROI Calculation 
This chapter deals with the results of the calculated NPVCRs of the result stage. 
The first chapter outlines and discusses the results for the different types of NPVCRs 
identified for this research project (refer to chapter 3.2.3 Types of NPV-Cost-Ratios). 
Hereby, the difference between all LDC projects and the portfolio excluding “high-
value” projects as well as the continent comparison are the focus. In the second 
chapter missing figures and indicators are calculated using standard values based 
on the LDCs and the continents itself. The last chapter then deals with the evaluation 
of the proper SROI ratio whereat certain assumptions are made and variations of 
the results are examined. 
4.8.1 NPV-Cost-Ratios of the ICR Reports 
This chapter examines the results of the described NPVCRs. In order to do so the 
evaluation data to calculate the BCRs was taken directly out of ICR reports and was 
left unmodified. Therefore, no attempt to calculate any standard values such as dis-
count rates, NPV-horizons or the recurring costs was made for this analysis. How-
ever, it needs to be mentioned that the discounted values for  
 
 capital costs,  
 remaining capital costs as well as  
 the recurring costs  
 
are generally not disclosed within the ICR reports (except for few cases only). Usu-
ally, only undiscounted costs can be extracted from the ICR reports. As to calculate 
the discounted values the project respective discount rate, project duration as well 
as the NPV-horizon need to be obtainable. If all of the mentioned indicators were 
outlined within the report, all cost values were distributed evenly across the project 
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duration respective to the NPV-horizon201, in case no other information on the real 
distribution of costs was provided. The outcomes of the analysis focus on the arith-
metic means of all available values per NPVCR. It is distinguished between the min-
imum and maximum value of the weighted and the unweighted NPVCRs. The min-
imum and maximum values for each of the ratios are based on the standalone- and 
scenario-NPVs (refer to chapter 3.2.2.1 Net Present Value). The weighted ratios are 
defined as the summation of each cost type and the NPVs across all NPV projects 
first before their sums are used to construct the NPVCRs. The unweighted NPVCRs 
are the arithmetic means of each project NPVCR.  
4.8.1.1      Overall Results 
The following table provides an overview of the results of the discounted and undis-
counted NPVCRs of the LDCs. For each of the NPVCRs the counts of projects as 
well as the minimum and maximum values for the weighted and unweighted ratios 
are given:  
 
 
Table 55: Disclosed NPVCRs of the LDCs 
  
                                              
201 Author’s Note: This is the most meaningful approach based on the evaluation of ICR reports dis-
closing discounted cost values (refer to chapter 3.2.2.2 Capital and Recurring Costs). 
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The “Pro-Rata-Capital Costs Ratio” and the “Total-Capital Costs Ratio” are based 
on the same project counts for the discounted and the undiscounted ratios, as well 
as the “Pro-Rata-Capital plus Recurring-Costs Ratio” and the “Total-Capital plus 
Recurring-Costs Ratio”. The only difference within each of the 2 ratios is that the 
pro-rata ratio only considers the partial-NPV related capital costs, whereat the total-
capital ratio additionally takes the remaining capital costs respectively the total pro-
ject costs into account. The difference of 32 project counts between each of the 
discounted version compared to the undiscounted version of the pro-rata-capital 
costs and the total-capital-costs ratio is due to missing discount rates. In compari-
son, the difference of 14 project counts for discounted pro-rata-capital plus recur-
ring-costs as well as for the total-capital plus recurring-costs ratio is additionally due 
to missing NPV-horizons. In total, 54 out of 168 projects disclose recurring costs, 
whereas only 17 out of the 168 projects are not based on recurring costs. For 13 out 
of the 54 projects, the recurring costs are part of the capital cost framework, whereat 
it is not possible to identify the amount of recurring costs separately. That none of 
the disclosed NPVCRs is below 1 indicates that for each NPVCR the corresponding 
NPV sum must be positive (refer to chapter 3.2.2.1 Net Present Value, table 11: 
Result NPV Counts of the LDCs: In total there are only 7 negative and 7 neutral 
NPVs out of 168 NPV projects). Looking at the discounted ratios only the single 
NPVCR disclosing a value below 2 is the total-capital plus recurring-costs ratio; all 
other NPVCRs are all above 2. Specifically highlighting the pro-rata-capital plus re-
curring-costs ratio –which as per the author’s understanding examines the SROI 
ratios as per the definition of the WB– it needs to be noted that the outcome is highly 
positive. For both the unweighted and the weighted ratio values are far above 2 and 
3. The weighted ratio basically indicates that the monetary input for development 
aid actually generates an output which is at least 3.31 times higher in the minimum 
case, with the potential to grow to 3.78 times in the maximum case. On the other 
hand the unweighted ratio shows the average span of increase per project inde-
pendent from the monetary amount loaned or granted. Thus, on average each pro-
ject at least generates 2.11 times higher outputs than inputs given, and in the opti-
mum case even 3.51 times higher outputs. Even when considering the total project 
costs using the total-capital plus recurring-costs ratio the outcome is highly positive 
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with 2.68 for the discounted weighted minimum arithmetic mean and still 1.85 for 
the discounted unweighted minimum arithmetic mean. Here it needs to be pointed 
out that even though this ratio always considers the full project costs, the NPVs are 
still based on the overall- and partial-concept (refer to chapter 3.2.3 Types of NPV-
Cost-Ratios). What needs to be noted at this stage is that the presented results are 
only based on 57 out of 168 NPV projects. 
In order to understand how the NPVCRs change when “high-value” projects are 
excluded, the following table provides an overview of the summary of 158 NPV pro-
jects. This data set excludes the 7 “high-value” NPVs (refer to Appendix CB) as well 
3 additional projects which disclose cost values above 1,000 Mio USD: 
 
 
Table 56: Disclosed NPVCRs of the LDCs excluding “High-values” 
 
In general, the NPVCRs decrease with a lot more ratios falling below 2. Specifically, 
the weighted values fall above-average which is due to the exclusion of the “high-
value” NPV projects. Still, all ratios of the weighed minimum arithmetic mean are 
highly above 1. The unweighted minimum values are generally above 2, with the 
exception of the total-capital plus recurring-costs ratio which is only slightly below 
with 1.92. Looking at the pro-rata-capital plus recurring-costs unweighted ratio of 
2.19 and 3.7 it can be noted that on average each project generates at least twice, 
and in the maximum close to 4 times higher outputs, noting that the maximum value 
of 3.7 is even higher than the one of the total projects of 3.51 (refer to table 55: 
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Disclosed NPVCRs of the LDCs). Furthermore, the total-capital plus recurring-costs 
ratio also discloses highly positive ratios with 1.58 and 1.73 for the weighted and 
1.92 and 3.19 for the unweighted ratios. 
4.8.1.2      Continent Comparison 
In order to compare Africa and Asia following table provides an overview of the re-
sults of the NPVCRs of the 168 NPV projects: 
 
 
Table 57: Disclosed NPVCRs of Africa and Asia 
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Generally, all of the weighted NPVCRs are (highly) positive (greater than 1) which 
indicates that the overall sum of the NPVs of each ratio must be positive.  
Out of the African data set 34 projects disclose recurring costs. For 8 of them no 
differentiation between the capital and recurring cost type is possible. Furthermore, 
less than 10 percent of the projects (9 out of 109) are not based on recurring costs. 
Except the minimum arithmetic mean of the total-capital plus recurring-costs 
NPVCR of 1.92 all unweighted discounted ratios are above 2 and often even above 
4 for the maximum values. 
Out of the 59 Asian projects 20 disclose recurring and capital costs, whereas for 5 
of them no distinction between capital and recurring costs is provided. In total only 
8 projects are not based on recurring costs. What can be noticed at a glance when 
comparing Africa and Asia is that the Asian weighted values are primarily about 
twice as high as the African ones. This is attributed to the 4 “high-value” Bangladeshi 
NPV projects. Comparing the continental weighted values however, the picture 
looks quite different. Even though the capital costs solely based ratios –namely the 
pro-rata-capital-costs and the total-capital-costs ratio– are at least a factor of 2 
higher in Asia, the picture changes once the recurring project costs are taken into 
account. Both recurring costs ratios for Africa disclose slightly higher minimum val-
ues than the ones for Asia. However, the weighted maximum values of 4.15 of the 
pro-rata-capital plus recurring costs and 3.56 of the total-capital plus recurring costs 
ratio are far above the maximum values of 2.43 and 2.12 of Asia. In order to depict 
a more complete picture, the following table shows the outcomes of the NPVCRs 
per continent after excluding all “high-value” projects: 
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Table 58: NPVCR Comparison of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” Projects 
 
As indicated in the above table, the weighted values drop across all NPVCRs for 
both continents, with larger declines in Asia. Additionally, there is a decrease in both 
unweighted total capital costs ratios in both continents. As outlined in chapter 4.3.2. 
Result NPV Continent Comparison, table 23: Result Comparison of Africa and Asia 
excluding “high-value” NPVs the higher ratios of the Asian capital costs solely re-
lated NPVCRs prove that projects in Asia are generally more capital costs effective 
than the ones in Africa. Interestingly, there is an increase in both unweighted recur-
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ring costs related ratios for each of the continents compared to the total of all pro-
jects. This is attributed to the “high-value” projects –specifically “high-value” NPV 
projects– which account for the (very) high recurring costs. When comparing the 
continental unweighted recurring costs related ratios it can be noted that Africa dis-
closes higher minimum and maximum values. This basically means that in Asia the 
recurring costs are percentile higher than the related capital costs compared to Af-
rica. Finally, it can be concluded that even though Africa discloses higher un-
weighted recurring cost based NPVCRs compared to Asia, and consequently the 
weighted recurring costs are higher in Asia, the results of both continents can be 
regarded as highly positive. 
4.8.2 Standardized NPV-Cost-Ratios 
This chapter deals with the process and results of the application of standard values 
in order to generate possible outcomes for missing financial indicators and key f ig-
ures. The goal is to apply standard values based on the arithmetic means of existing 
values of the same type. As mentioned in the previous chapter, the reason for miss-
ing discounted ratios of the capital related NPVCRs is due to undisclosed discount 
rates only. Secondly, the difference in counts amongst the undiscounted recurring 
costs related ratios and the undiscounted capital related ratios lies in missing dis-
closures of recurring costs. And last but not least, the difference within the total 
counts of the discounted and undiscounted recurring costs related ratios is due to 
missing discount rates and NPV-horizons. The following listing provides an overview 
of how the missing financial indicators and figures were calculated: 
 
 Discount Rate: The missing discount rates were calculated based on the 
arithmetic mean of the existing discount rates of the same data set. There-
fore, the whole of existing discount rates of the LDCs was used to calculate 
the missing ones, whereat only continental discount rates were used to cal-
culate each continent’s standard discount rate in order to conduct a continent 
comparison.   
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 NPV-horizon: The missing NPV-horizons were calculated based on the arith-
metic mean of the existing NPV-horizons of the same data set (same as for 
the discount rates).  
 Recurring operational and maintenance costs: This is definitely the most cru-
cial as well as vague part of the standard indicator calculation. Projects which 
have not disclosed their recurring costs present a challenge in being able to 
reliably compare these against other project types where the amount and 
distribution of recurring costs have been appropriately disclosed. Further-
more, there may be differences related to the staff, environmental or even 
country specific factors which need to be taken into consideration. Therefore, 
a standard approach for calculating missing recurring costs is always biased 
and restricted to the presumed parameters. However, in the absence of dis-
closed recurring costs and in order to provide a basis for comparative analy-
sis given what information is available, a “recurring costs coefficient” was cal-
culated. The recurring costs coefficient describes the multiplier for the capital 
costs of a project in order to derive the project recurring costs. The coefficient 
was calculated based on a weighted as well as on a unweighted approach: 
o The weighted recurring costs coefficient is the quotient of the sum of 
all available recurring costs divided by the sum of the related capital 
costs202.203  
o The unweighted recurring costs coefficient is the arithmetic mean of 
all available project recurring costs coefficients. A project recurring 
costs coefficient is the quotient of the recurring project costs divided 
by the corresponding capital costs. In order to account for exception-
ally high project recurring costs coefficients, different versions of the 
unweighted recurring costs coefficient will be outlined. 
 
                                              
202 Author’s Note: In the case of partial-NPVs only the related capital costs will be considered in order 
to ensure a common basis for both cost types. 
203 Author’s Note: For projects which are scenario-based and thus provide minimum and maximum 
values for both cost types, these have been averaged by taking the mean value of the corresponding 
minimum and maximum cost values. 
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The discounted ratios were again derived via an even distribution and discounting 
of all cost types in cases where no specific cost distribution and discounted values 
were mentioned. 
4.8.2.1      Overall Results 
This chapter is divided into 2 sections. In the first part the results for the capital costs 
solely related ratios are presented and discussed. The second part then deals with 
the recurring costs related NPVCRs, where for each of the 2 ratios different out-
comes based on varying recurring costs coefficients will be presented. For all ratios 
the outcome is sensitized by excluding “high-value” projects.  
The following table provides an overview of the 168 weighted and unweighted min-
imum and maximum ratios of the capital costs related NPVCRs only. The average 
discount rate based on the 136 available discount rates of the LDCs is 11.21 per-
cent204. In order to calculate the remaining 32 undiscounted capital costs related ra-
tios, this discount rate is used: 
 
 
Table 59: Standardized Capital Costs solely related NPVCRs of the LDCs 
 
The total-capital-costs ratio always discloses lower values than the pro-rata-capital-
costs ratio, since the only difference is due to the amount of costs applied. However, 
                                              
204 Cf. Chapter 4.3.1 Result NPVs of the LDCs, table 12: Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs. 
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for both of the NPVCRs the outcome is highly positive, with discounted values con-
sistently well above 3 for the pro-rata-capital-costs ratio and still above 2.5 in case 
all project costs are considered.  
When excluding the 10 “high-value” projects the weighted and unweighted total-
capital-costs ratios are still above 1.5 using the adjusted average discount rate of 
11.25 as shown in the following table: 
 
Table 60: Standardized Capital Costs solely related NPVCRs of the LDCs excluding 
“high-value” Projects 
 
On average the per project total-capital-costs ratio ranges between 2.48 at a mini-
mum and 3.05 for those projects which are managed in the most effective way pos-
sible. 
In order to calculate the remainder of the 97 recurring costs ratios the missing re-
curring costs per project need to be determined. For discounting those costs the 
average NPV-horizon of the LDCs (rounded down to 19 from 19.33 years; refer to 
chapter 4.3.1 Result NPVs of the LDCs, table 12: Result NPV and Cost Values of 
the LDCs) is used in case no NPV-horizon within the project ICR is mentioned. The 
weighted recurring costs coefficient of all 41 projects outlining this cost type sepa-
rately is 3.6. The unweighted coefficient of 13.29 is much higher, but also unrealistic 
since it is driven by 2 unusually high project recurring costs coefficients of above 
132 and 214, as well as by a few additional coefficients with values above 10. When 
excluding all 10 project recurring costs coefficients of above 10, the unweighted 
coefficient comes down to 1.34. In the case where the additional 3 project recurring 
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costs coefficients above 5 are excluded, the recurring costs coefficient reduces fur-
ther to 0.62.205 The following table provides an overview of the outcome of the 2 
recurring costs NPVCRs based on different recurring costs coefficients: 
 
 
Table 61: Standardized Recurring Costs related NPVCRs of the LDCs 
 
In this case it is obvious that all of the weighted NPVCRs are positive (greater than 
1), since each ratio is based on the 168 NPV projects which are overall positive. 
Considering the weighted recurring costs coefficient of 3.6 the outcomes are still 
highly satisfying for both recurring costs based ratios with all ratios around and 
above 2. This result basically means that based on the data set considered the value 
generation is at least twice as high in any case for any given input. Making this 
statement it again needs to be pointed out that the pro-rata-capital plus recurring-
costs NPVCR does not consider all project costs in the case of partial-NPVs. Fur-
thermore, the NPV and the costs blocks of the total-capital plus recurring-costs ratio 
                                              
205 Cf. Appendices CC and CD provide an overview of the composition of the different unweighted 
recurring costs coefficients and of the outcome of the recurring costs ratios based on an unweighted 
recurring costs coefficient of 0.62. 
 137 
 
do not share a common basis. The ratio’s NPVs are based on the overall- and par-
tial-concept, whereat in both cases the overall-costs are considered. Even for the 
average weighted recurring costs indicator of 13.29 the minimum average outcome 
ratio is higher than 1.5 for any of the discounted weighted or unweighted ratios. 
Using the adjusted coefficient of 1.34 the unweighted minimum arithmetic mean of 
the discounted total-capital plus recurring-costs ratio is the lowest with a ratio of 
2.21. 
As indicated by the table below, the ratios show a slight decline but still yield prom-
ising results when the 10 “high-value” projects are excluded. The adjusted average 
NPV-horizon of the remaining 158 projects is 19.44 years (rounded down to 19 
years). Exclusion of the “high-value” projects again affects the recurring costs coef-
ficients. Therefore, the weighted recurring costs coefficient comes down to 2.64, 
whereas the total unweighted recurring costs coefficient of 12.99 remains quite high. 
In the case where the 9 project coefficients with values above 10 are excluded the 
weighted coefficient comes down to 1.17. Supposing the remaining 2 coefficients 
above 5 are additionally excluded, the recurring costs coefficient further reduces to 
0.62. 206 The following table outlines the results for the first 3 coefficients mentioned: 
 
                                              
206 Cf. Appendices CE and CF provide an overview of the composition of the different unweighted 
recurring costs coefficients and of the outcome of the recurring costs ratios based on an unweighted 
recurring costs coefficient of 0.62. For both appendices the 10 “high-value” projects have been ex-
cluded. 
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Table 62: Standardized Recurring Costs related NPVCRs of the LDCs excluding 
“high-value” Projects 
 
Again, each of the ratios shows a positive result for the minimum and maximum 
arithmetic means. Thus, it can be concluded the overall sum of the 158 NPVs is 
positive. The outcome based on the weighted recurring costs coefficient of 2.64 
shows positive results for both discounted ratios of above 1.29 in the weighted min-
imum case, whilst the maximum arithmetic mean of the weighted ratios is above 2. 
Although the values converge towards 1 when applying the unweighted coefficient 
of 12.99, both weighted minimum arithmetic means are still positive. Furthermore, 
the unweighted arithmetic means of the pro-rata-capital plus recurring-costs and 
total-capital plus recurring-costs NPVCRs still disclose average ratios of 1.59 and 
1.46 (respectively) in the minimum and 2.12 and 1.9 (respectively) in the maximum 
case. Using the adjusted coefficient of 1.17 the minimum arithmetic mean is derived 
by the minimum ratio of 1.36 of the weighted total-capital plus recurring-costs 
NPVCR. In contrast the maximum arithmetic mean of the unweighted ratio lies at 
2.37. 
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As a conclusion it needs to be captured that even though the ratio outcomes are 
lower than compared to the whole NPV data set they are still quite positive for both   
the discounted weighted and the regulated unweighted recurring costs coefficient of 
1.17. Furthermore, the unweighted total-capital plus recurring-costs NPVCRs for 
both coefficients indicate that on average the NPV projects generate between 1.7 
to 2.37 times of their input value. Again, this statement is due to the definition of the 
NPVCRs. 
4.8.2.2      Continent Comparison 
This chapter is also divided into 2 sections. Firstly, the outcomes for the capital costs 
solely related NPVCRs will be compared and highlighted before the result for the 
recurring costs related ratios are examined based on different recurring costs coef-
ficients.  
In order to calculate the missing discounted ratios of Africa and Asia, the respective 
continental average discount rates have been used.207 The following table presents 
the African and Asian capital costs solely related NPVCRs: 
 
                                              
207 Author’s Note: The African specific discount rate is 11.18 which is a bit lower than the one in Asia 
of 11.27 (refer to chapter 4.3.2 Result NPV Continent Comparison, table 20: Result Total NPV and 
Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia). 
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Table 63: Standardized Capital Costs solely related NPVCRs of Africa and Asia 
 
Both continents generally disclose higher unweighted than weighted NPVCRs. Fur-
thermore, only Africa discloses high differences of above 1 between the minimum 
and maximum arithmetic means of the unweighted NPVCRs. Those differences are 
due to broader variations within the scenario-NPVs in Africa. A further point to note 
is that the weighted ratios in Asia are close to twice as high as the ones in Africa 
which is again due to the 4 “high-value” Bangladeshi NPV projects. The Bangladeshi 
“high-value” projects also support that the unweighted arithmetic means for both 
NPVCRs are generally higher in Asia than in Africa. When the 10 “high-value” pro-
jects are excluded, the outcome of the continental comparison changes as shown 
in following table: 
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Table 64: Standardized Capital Costs solely related NPVCRs of Africa and Asia ex-
cluding “high-value” Projects 
 
At a glance it is evident that for each ratio –weighted or unweighted– Asia disclo-
ses higher values than Africa. The converging difference in the unweighted total-
capital costs ratio compared to the weighted ratio can be explained by the fact that 
the remaining capital costs of the projects in Asia generally result in stronger project 
NPV/cost ratios than in Africa. Finally, it can be concluded that the projects in Asia 
operate at a more capital costs effective level than projects in Africa. 
In order to calculate the remainder of the continental recurring costs ratios the miss-
ing recurring costs per project are determined using the average continental NPV-
horizon.208 For both continents the continental specific weighted and unweighted re-
curring costs coefficients are used. The weighted coefficient taking all continental 
                                              
208 Author’s Note: The African specific NPV-horizon is 19.76 years (rounded up to 20 years) and the 
Asian specific NPV-horizon is 18.62 years (rounded up to 19 years; refer to chapter 4.3.2 Result NPV 
Continent Comparison, table 20: Result Total NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia). 
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projects into account is 2.21 in Africa and 9.58 in Asia. Specifically for the un-
weighted coefficient the continental differences are quite high. When considering all 
projects within both continents, the unweighted coefficient is 4.35 in Africa but 28.8 
in Asia. The high unweighted coefficient in Asia can be explained to the fact that the 
2 unusually high project recurring costs coefficients of 132 and 214 both belong to 
Asia. When excluding all of the 10 project recurring costs coefficients of above 10, 
the unweighted African coefficient comes down to 1.24 and the Asian one to 1.6. In 
the case where the 3 project recurring costs coefficients above 5 are additionally 
excluded, the recurring costs coefficient further decreases to 0.56 in Africa and to 
0.77 in Asia.209 The following table provides an overview of the outcome of the 2 
recurring costs NPVCRs based on different recurring costs coefficients for Africa 
and Asia: 
 
                                              
209 Cf. Appendices CG and CH provide an overview of the recurring costs ratios based on an un-
weighted recurring costs coefficient of 0.56 in Africa and 0.77 in Asia. 
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Table 65: Standardized Recurring Costs related NPVCRs of Africa and Asia 
 
Obviously, varying continental recurring costs coefficients make it difficult to com-
pare the 2 continents with each other. However, what can be noticed at a glance is 
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that even though Asia discloses higher coefficients for each of the coefficient ver-
sions, it still outlines higher weighted arithmetic means than Africa. Comparing the 
unweighted ratios of the initial, continental weighted and unweighted coefficient, Af-
rica reports higher ratio outcomes than Asia. For adjusted continental unweighted 
coefficient outcomes of 1.24 in Africa and 1.6 in Asia, the comparative result is quite 
obvious – even though Asia’s missing recurring costs calculation is based on a 
slightly higher coefficient, the continent still discloses higher unweighted ratios than 
Africa. 
In order to further research this outcome the following table compares the continen-
tal ratios based on the adjusted recurring costs coefficients as well as the adjusted 
average NPV-horizons 210 due to the exclusion of the 10 “high-value” projects: 
 
                                              
210 Author’s Note: The African adjusted NPV-horizon is 19.89 years (rounded up to 20 years) and the 
Asian adjusted NPV-horizon is 18.66 years (rounded up to 19 years). 
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Table 66: Standardized Recurring Costs related NPVCRs of Africa and Asia exclud-
ing “high-value” Projects211 
As shown above there are no noteworthy changes to the continental coefficients 
once the 10 “high-value” projects are excluded. Obviously, the results of the initial 
unweighted coefficient of 28.59 in Asia are worse than the lowest coefficient of 4.26 
in Africa. However, due to the variations in the continental coefficients it is difficult 
to judge which country actually performs better. The best way to compare the 2 
continents is to look at the outcomes of the most similar coefficients. In this case the 
weighted coefficient of 1.77 in Africa and the adjusted unweighted coefficient of 1.6 
in Asia are the ones most similar. For both weighted NPVCRs Asia shows higher 
minimum and maximum arithmetic mean ratios. This basically means that in Asia 
the percentile monetary amount generation is higher than in Africa. Looking at the 
unweighted ratios the picture looks quite mixed. Taking worse case scenarios into 
consideration, projects in Asia generally perform better with an average minimum 
ratio comprising of the pro-rata-capital plus recurring costs ratio of 2.28 and the total-
rata-capital plus recurring costs ratio of 1.97, compared to the minimum ratio of 1.89 
and 1.71 (respectively) in Africa. However, Africa outshines Asia when comparing 
the continental maximum values, since for both NPVCRs the unweighted maximum 
ratios in Africa are slightly higher than the ones in Asia. Therefore as a conclusion, 
whilst NPVCRs of both continents disclose satisfying results, Asia exhibits slightly 
higher weighted and more stable and predictable unweighted ratios.212 
                                              
211 Cf. Appendices CI and CJ provide an overview of the recurring costs ratios based on an un-
weighted recurring costs coefficient of 0.56 in Africa and 0.77 in Asia when the 10 “high-value” pro-
jects are excluded. Both of those indicators are based on the exclusion of any coefficient above 5. 
212 Author’s Note: Those results have been verified by using the average coefficient of 1.68. The 
changes to the original results of the African coefficient of 1.77 and the Asian coefficient of 1.6 are 
negligible and if at all only affect the second position after the decimal point by a maximum of 1 digit. 
Verifying the continental differences using the average recurring costs coefficient of both most similar 
continental recurring costs coefficients has been done for all of the following continental compari-
sons. 
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4.8.3 Calculating the Minimum SROI Ratio 
This chapter aims to calculate a minimum SROI ratio for the LDCs. As described in 
chapter 3.2.4 Calculation of the proper SROI Ratio the calculation of the minimum 
SROI ratio will follow a two-step approach.  
In the first approximation step the capital SROI ratio will be calculated based on the 
remaining capital costs adjusted NPVs. In order to do so all of the remaining capital 
costs are again distributed and discounted evenly across the corresponding project 
lifetime period and subsequently deducted from the corresponding partial-NPV 
value. The following formula visualizes the calculation of a partial-NPV project’s cap-
ital SROI ratio: 
 
 
Equation 8: Capital SROI Ratio 
 
Due to the fact that the total-capital plus recurring-costs ratio already considers the 
total project costs, the discounted remaining capital costs have to be deducted from 
the corresponding NPV value only.  
In the second step, standardized recurring costs based on the remaining capital 
costs of the partial-NPVs are additionally considered. In order to calculate the 
amount of the recurring costs for partial-NPV projects the already presented varying 
LDC and continent specific recurring costs coefficients are used. Once calculated, 
the standardized recurring costs are again distributed and discounted evenly across 
the project specific NPV-horizon. Thereafter, the discounted project recurring costs 
will be deducted from the corresponding NPV together with the discounted remain-
ing capital costs calculated in the first step. Since those costs are not yet captured 
within any of the described NPVCRs they also need to be added to the total costs 
of the minimum SROI ratio. The formula below visualizes this calculation: 
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Equation 9: Minimum SROI Ratio 
The portfolio capital and minimum SROI ratio is calculated using the specific 
weighted and unweighted recurring costs coefficients of the LDCs and continents 
as presented in the previous chapter. Furthermore, the portfolio disclosure is again 
based on the minimum and maximum values of the weighted and unweighted arith-
metic means. In the following, the results of the capital SROI ratio for the LDCS and 
as a continental comparison are presented. Thereafter, the outcomes of the mini-
mum SROI ratio calculation are examined and discussed. For both SROI ratios, the 
adjustment of the NPV values based on an even distribution and discounting of costs 
is key. Thus, only discounted ratios are part of this analysis. 
4.8.3.1      Overall Results of the Capital SROI Ratio 
In the following section, results of the capital SROI ratio of the LDCs are outlined 
using the 168 NPV projects as a basis. As mentioned in chapter 3.2.3 Types of NPV-
Cost-Ratios the amount of recurring costs was disclosed for only 54 projects within 
the ICR reports. Further, 17 project NPVs were not based on recurring costs. For 
the remainder of the 97 projects, the standard approach for calculating the recurring 
costs based on the LDC specific recurring costs coefficients was applied (refer to 
previous chapter). Additionally, all of the 108 partial-NPV values (refer to chapter 
4.3.1 Result NPVs of the LDCs, table 11: Result NPV Counts of the LDCs) needed 
to be adjusted respectively and deducted by the corresponding remaining capital 
costs. In order to do so, all of the remaining capital costs were evenly distributed 
across the corresponding project duration and discounted using the project specific 
discount rate. In cases where no discount rate was disclosed the average discount 
rate of 11.21 percent of the LDCs was used. The table below shows the results of 
the capital SROI ratio of the LDCs using different recurring costs coefficients: 
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Table 67: Capital SROI Ratio of the LDCs 
 
For each of the recurring costs coefficients of the LDCs, the results are positive 
across the board. Obviously, when comparing the capital SROI ratios to the ones of 
the solely standardized coefficients of the total-capital plus recurring-costs NPVCR 
(refer to chapter 4.8.2.1 Overall Results, table 61: Standardized Recurring Costs 
related NPVCRs of the LDCs), they are lower for each coefficient. Still, even for the 
highest recurring costs coefficient of 13.29 the weighted and unweighted minimum 
values are 1.47 and 1.34 respectively, spanning up to 1.59 and 1.81 in the maximum 
case. Looking at the adjusted unweighted coefficient of 1.34 both capital SROI min-
imum ratios are around 2 and even around 2.5 in the maximum case. 
Excluding the 10 “high-value” projects still results in positive ratios for the weighted 
and unweighted arithmetic means for each of the coefficients as show in the table 
below: 
 
 
Table 68: Capital SROI Ratio of the LDCs excluding “high-value” Projects 
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Again, when comparing the capital SROI ratios with the ones of the solely stan-
dardized coefficients of the total-capital plus recurring-costs ratio (refer to chapter 
4.8.2.1 Overall Results, table 62: Standardized Recurring Costs related NPVCRs of 
the LDCs excluding “high-value” Projects), they are again lower for each coefficient. 
Interestingly, with increasing coefficients the decreases of the unweighted ratios are 
stronger than the ones for the weighted ratios which was not the case when the data 
set still contained the “high-value” projects. Furthermore, even for the weighted co-
efficient of 2.64 the weighted capital SROI ratio still ranges between 1.09 and 1.17 
and even higher for the unweighted ratio with arithmetic means of 1.46 in the mini-
mum and 1.94 in the maximum case. So it can be concluded that even when the 
“high-value” projects are excluded, the ratios remain positive for all coefficients. This 
essentially means that even through the deduction of the 108 partial-NPV values by 
the remaining capital costs, the ratio outcomes are positive throughout and thus, a 
positive value is generated for the LDCs. 
4.8.3.2      Continental Comparison of the Capital SROI Ratio 
When comparing results of the 168 NPV projects with comparable high coefficients 
across Africa and Asia, consistently higher outcomes are evident in Asia:  
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Table 69: Capital SROI Ratio of Africa and Asia 
 
The main reasons for higher arithmetic means in Asia are again attributed to the 
Bangladeshi “high-value” NPV projects which specifically increase the weighted ra-
tios. But not only are the Asian weighted ratios higher. Looking at the results of 
similarly high recurring costs coefficients, e.g. 1.24 of Africa and 1.6 of Asia, the 
unweighted capital SROI ratios in Asia are also higher. Furthermore, the weighted 
minimum ratios in Africa stay more or less equal within the range of the applied 
recurring costs coefficients.  
However, as seen in previous analyses “high-value” projects always lead to a dis-
torted continental comparison picture. Therefore the following table provides the 
continental results of the capital SROI ratios based on the exclusion of the 10 “high-
value” projects: 
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Table 70: Capital SROI Ratio of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” Projects 
 
Logically, the weighted ratios in Asia drop drastically once the “high-value” projects 
are excluded. As for comparable high recurring costs coefficients, Asia still discloses 
higher weighted minimum and maximum arithmetic means. The results of the un-
weighted ratios however are a little diffused. For example, when considering simi-
larly high recurring costs coefficients of 1.77 for Africa and 1.6 for Asia, Asia dis-
closes higher values (in this specific instance 1.73 compared to 1.45 in Africa). On 
the other hand, Africa discloses higher maximum values with 2.08 for the mentioned 
recurring costs coefficient of 1.77 compared to 1.96 for a recurring costs coefficient 
of 1.6 in Asia. This shows that defining African financial outcomes is less predicta-
ble, since the ranges of the expected result are wider. As a conclusion it needs to 
be captured that both continents disclose satisfying capital SROI ratio results, again 
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with slightly higher weighted and a more stable and predictable unweighted ratio 
outcome in Asia. 
4.8.3.3      Overall Results of the Minimum SROI Ratio 
This chapter presents the results of the minimum SROI ratio of the LDCs. The 168 
NPV projects again served as a basis, and the procedure to calculate standard re-
curring costs was the same as for the previous analyses. As already described at 
the beginning of this chapter, the difference compared to the calculation of the cap-
ital SROI ratio lies therein that additional recurring costs for the already applied re-
maining capital costs of the partial-NPV projects are assumed. In order to calculate 
those additional recurring costs, the respective LDC continent specific recurring 
costs coefficients were again used. Once the additional recurring costs were calcu-
lated they were distributed and discounted evenly across the corresponding NPV-
horizon using standard NPV-horizons and discount rates where necessary. The ta-
ble below shows the results of the minimum SROI ratio of the LDCs based on dif-
ferent recurring costs coefficients: 
 
 
Table 71: Minimum SROI Ratio of the LDCs 
 
Generally, the outcome of the minimum SROI ratio of all 168 discovered NPVs can 
be regarded as positive. Even for the weighted coefficient of 3.6 the result ratios are 
positive with a ratio of 1.25 and 1.41 for the weighted minimum and maximum ratios 
and 1.38 and 1.87 for the unweighted minimum and maximum ratios. Only when 
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applying the initial and unadjusted unweighted recurring costs coefficient of 13.29 
the weighted ratio outcomes are both negative, whereas the unweighted ratios still 
yield positive results with 0.98 in the minimum and 1.25 in the maximum case. 
In order to account for the “high-value” bolters, the data set is cleaned up by exclud-
ing the 10 projects again. The table below shows the outcome of the minimum SROI 
ratio for varying recurring costs coefficients: 
 
 
Table 72: Minimum SROI Ratio of the LDCs excluding “high-value” Projects 
 
The unweighted ratios remain positive even for the weighted recurring costs coeffi-
cient of 2.64. Only when applying the initial and unadjusted unweighted recurring 
costs coefficient of 12.99 the minimum value falls to 0.91, whilst the maximum ratio 
remains at 1.15. The weighted ratios are only positive for the fully embellished un-
weighted recurring costs coefficient of 0.62. For the adjusted unweighted recurring 
costs coefficient of 1.17 the minimum value is already down at 0.94, whereas the 
maximum one still stays positive with a ratio of 1.03. Obviously, the weighted mini-
mum SROI ratios decreases further as the applied recurring costs coefficient in-
creases. In order to shed some more light on the outcome of the minimum SROI 
ratios, chapter 4.8.4 Making Meaning of the Results  will deal further on how the 
results can be interpreted.  
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4.8.3.4      Continental Comparison of the Minimum SROI Ratio 
When comparing the data set pertaining to the 168 NPV projects for the African and 
Asian continents, the outcome looks as follows: 
 
 
Table 73: Minimum SROI Ratio of Africa and Asia 
 
What can be realized at a glance is that for none of the African recurring costs co-
efficients the weighted minimum SROI ratio is greater than 1. On the contrary, all of 
the Asian weighted ratios are (highly) positive for any recurring costs coefficient. 
This still refers back to the “high-value” Bangladeshi NPV projects. For both conti-
nents the outcome of the unweighted minimum SROI ratio looks highly promising 
with positive outcomes throughout. The negligible exception is shown for the Asian 
minimum ratio of 0.93 with a recurring costs coefficient of 28.8. Comparing similar 
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continental recurring costs coefficients again shows that the unweighted ratios of 
Asia are also higher than the ones in Africa. 
In order to validate the outcomes, the “high-value” projects need to be excluded. 
The following table provides the continental results of the minimum SROI ratios 
based on the exclusion of the 10 “high-value” projects: 
 
 
Table 74: Minimum SROI Ratio of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” Projects 
 
The picture for the embellished data set looks a bit different than the one described 
above. For each of the recurring costs coefficient the African weighted outcomes 
are generally higher. Furthermore, for the fully embellished coefficient of 0.56 the 
maximum arithmetic mean shows the only positive ratio of 1.02. Comparing the re-
sults of similar high recurring costs coefficients, e.g. the recurring costs coefficient 
of 0.56 of Africa and 0.77 of Asia, shows that the weighted SROI ratios in Asia are 
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still higher than the ones in Africa. Even though the Asian weighted ratios drop dras-
tically, the results of 1.11 in the minimum and 1.31 in the maximum case of the 
embellished recurring costs coefficient of 1.6 outline that there is still an overall value 
generation which is percentile higher than the one in Africa. Looking at the un-
weighted results the outcomes are positive throughout –ignoring the ones of the 
single high recurring costs coefficient of 28.59 of Asia. Considering comparable re-
curring costs coefficients, the outcome looks similar to the capital SROI comparison 
(refer to table 70: Capital SROI Ratio of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” Pro-
jects): Asia outlines higher unweighted minimum values, but lower maximum ratios 
than Africa. Thus the range in expected results for Africa is broader and therefore 
outcomes are less predictable for this continent.  
In summary, the weighted results in Africa appear to be value degenerating from an 
overall monetary point of view. Asia on the other hand outlined positive outcomes 
for the weighted minimum SROI ratio in cases where a slightly embellished recurring 
costs coefficient of 1.6 was applied. On a positive note, regardless of the monetary 
size respective to the projects’ costs, the projects generated positive outcomes on 
average (refer to the unweighted ratios) within both continents.  
4.8.4 Making Meaning of the Results 
This chapter deals with the outcome analysis of the minimum SROI of the LDCs. 
The idea is to define the most realistic recurring costs coefficient for the LDCs. In 
order to do so, specifically those projects which outlined the highest recurring costs 
coefficients were analyzed further. Furthermore, as discussed in the previous chap-
ter the weighted minimum ratio of the LDCs was already below 1 for a recurring 
costs coefficient of 1.17 (refer to chapter 4.8.3.3 Overall Results of the Minimum 
SROI Ratio, table 72: Minimum SROI Ratio of the LDCs excluding “high-value” Pro-
jects). As shown in the continental analysis the African projects were the ones de-
creasing the weighted arithmetic means of the LDCs. In a second step the projects 
which were responsible for decreasing the weighted arithmetic means of the mini-
mum SROI of the LDCs were further analyzed and discussed.  
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The question to be answered in the first step was, ‘which projects actually drive the 
recurring costs coefficient up and what kind of projects are these?’ 
Analyzing the recurring costs coefficients of the 5 LDC projects with very high recur-
ring costs coefficients helped to address this question. The following table provides 
an overview of those projects and the respective recurring costs coefficient: 
 
 
Table 75: “High-value” Recurring Costs Coefficients of the LDCs 
 
The highest recurring costs coefficients range from 19 to 214, with 3 of them be-
longing to the Asian continent. In the case where those 5 coefficients are excluded 
when calculating the average unweighted recurring costs coefficient of the LDC data 
set (excluding the 10 “high-value” projects) the coefficient comes down from 12.99 
to 2.4.213 In order to understand what kind of projects the “high-value” recurring costs 
coefficient projects are, the following table provides an overview of their NPV and 
costs values: 
 
                                              
213 Author’s Note: The exclusion of the 5 “high-value” recurring costs coefficients brings the coefficient 
of the complete dataset of the 168 NPV projects of 13.29 down to 2.52. 
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Table 76: NPV and Cost Values of the “high-value” Recurring Costs Coefficient Pro-
jects214 
 
Comparing the average NPV and cost values with the ones of the LDCs excluding 
the “high-value” NPVs there are multiple and relevant differences (chapter 4.3.1 Re-
sult NPVs of the LDCs, table 17: Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs excluding 
“high-value” NPVs): 
 
 The average NPVs of 8 and 11 Mio USD are far below the ones of the LDCs 
excluding “high-value” NPVs of 38 and 48 Mio USD. 
 After adjustment of partial-NPVs via the corresponding project remaining 
capital and recurring costs the average NPVs come down to -24 and -22 Mio 
USD using the weighted recurring costs coefficient of 2.64 of the LDCs ex-
cluding “high-value” projects. 
 The average NPV capital costs of 14 Mio USD is well below the ones of the 
LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV projects of 65 and 66 Mio USD. 
 The average total project costs of 30 Mio USD is well below the ones of the 
LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV projects of 126 Mio USD. 
                                              
214 Cf. Appendix CK shows the sector codes of the WB funds of the 5 “high-value” recurring costs 
coefficient projects. 
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 The share of the WB costs of the total project costs is approx. 87 percent and 
thus a lot higher than the one of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV pro-
jects of 39 percent (49 out of 126 Mio USD). 
 Considering the outcome of the sector types of the WB funds, it can be noted 
that 50 out of the 132 Mio USD belong to the ‘Distribution and Transmission’ 
sector code. This amount actually mirrors the total amount for this sector 
code for the whole of the WB funds of the whole LDCs (refer to Appendix F). 
 The average NPV-horizon of 27 years is much higher than the 19.74 years 
of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPVs. 
 
In summary, the “high-value” recurring costs coefficient projects are characterized 
by low NPV, low NPV related capital, and low total project costs projects. Further-
more, the WB funded amount of the total project costs is unusually high, particularly 
for the ‘Distribution and Transmission’ sector code. Therefore, the exclusion of the 
5 “high-value” recurring costs coefficients from the remaining coefficient of the 
LDCs, together with the exclusion of “high-value” projects is reasonable and more-
over justifiable. 
In the second step, the calculated minimum NPVs of the adjustment via the project 
specific remaining capital and the corresponding recurring costs were analyzed fur-
ther. In summary, of the 158 projects which initially contained 7 neutral as well as 7 
negative NPV projects, the number of negative NPV projects drastically increased 
to 76. In total the numerical count of the neutral project remained at 7. This basically 
means that around half of the projects of –and due to– the minimum SROI calcula-
tion are based on SROI ratios of less than 1. In order to understand which kind of 
projects are the negative SROI drivers, 10 projects with calculated minimum NPVs 
of less than -200 Mio USD were identified. The following table provides an overview 
of the 10 highest negative calculated minimum NPV projects: 
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Table 77: NPV and Cost Values of the 10 highest negative calculated Minimum NPV 
Projects 215 
 
Again there are some differences worth highlighting when comparing the average 
NPV and cost values with the ones of the LDCs where the “high-value” NPVs were 
excluded: 
 
 The average NPVs before the adjustment of 48 and 76 Mio USD are slightly 
higher than the ones of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPVs of 38 and 48 
Mio USD. 
 After adjustment of partial-NPVs via the corresponding project remaining 
capital and recurring costs, the average NPVs come down to -557 and -476 
Mio USD using the weighted recurring costs coefficient of 2.64 of the LDCs 
excluding “high-value” projects. 
 The average NPV capital costs of 125 and 141 Mio USD are twice as high as 
the ones of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV projects of 65 and 66 Mio 
USD. 
                                              
215 Cf. Appendix KL shows the sector codes of the WB funds of the 10 highest negative calculated 
minimum NPV projects. 
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 The average total project costs of 454 Mio USD are about 3.5 times higher 
than the ones of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV projects of 126 Mio 
USD. 
 The share of the WB costs of the total project costs of 29 percent is 10 per-
cent lower than the one of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV projects of 
39 percent (49 out of 126 Mio USD). 
 
In regards to the sector codes there are no noteworthy differences compared to the 
overall sector codes of the LDCs. The 3 largest sector codes are the ‘Roads and 
highways’, ‘Power’ and the ‘Other social services’ (refer to Appendix CL), whereat 
all of them are core sector codes of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV projects 
(refer to Appendix M). However, what can be noted is the fact that the 10 projects 
outlining the most negative NPVs are projects with NPVs which are slightly higher 
than the average NPV of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPVs, but feature high 
NPV related capital costs and even higher total project costs. In cases where these 
projects are excluded from the data set of the 158 NPV projects, the weighted re-
curring costs coefficient of the remaining 148 projects actually increases from 2.64 
to 3. The following table outlines the results of the capital SROI ratio for the remain-
der of the 148 LDC projects: 
 
 
Table 78: Capital SROI Ratio of the Remainder of the 148 LDC Projects 
 
Even though the recurring costs coefficient increased to 3, the results of the capital 
SROI ratio are generally better throughout than the ones of the LDCs excluding 
“high-value” projects (refer to chapter 4.8.3.1 Overall Results of the Capital SROI 
Ratio, table 68: Capital SROI Ratio of the LDCs excluding “high-value” Projects). 
When calculating the minimum SROI ratio for the 148 projects of the LDCs, the 
results are as follows: 
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Table 79: Minimum SROI Ratio of the Remainder of the 148 LDC Projects 
 
The outcome is simple to interpret. Even in the minimum case of the weighted arith-
metic mean, the ratio is slightly above 1 (when rounded to the nearest whole num-
ber). The weighted maximum ratio of 1.06 shows a possible monetary value creation 
of 6 percent for the total of 148 projects. Furthermore, the unweighted ratios show 
that the average project generates a 1.3 to 1.72 times higher output compared to 
the given input.  
In order to understand what kind of projects actually outline minimum SROIs which 
are at least as high as the unweighted minimum arithmetic mean of 1.3, the following 
table provides an overview of their NPV and cost values: 
 
 
Table 80: Projects with Minimum SROIs greater than or equal to 1.3216 
 
                                              
216 Cf. Appendix CM shows the sector codes of the WB funds of the projects with minimum SROI 
ratios of greater than or equal to 1.3. 
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When analyzing these projects in detail, it needs to be noted that 16 out of 30 are 
partial-NPV based. Each project at minimum discloses a SROI ratio of 1.3. The fol-
lowing major differences are noted when comparing the average NPV and cost val-
ues of the minimum SROI projects with the ones of the LDCs excluding the “high-
value” NPVs: 
 
 The average NPVs of 104 and 112 Mio USD are between 2.3 and 2.7 times 
higher than the ones of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPVs of 38 and 48 
Mio USD. 
 The average NPV capital costs of 40 Mio USD only make up about 60 percent 
of the ones of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV projects of 65 and 66 
Mio USD. 
 The average total project costs of 42 Mio USD are similarly high as the NPV 
related capital costs which basically means that the amount of remaining cap-
ital costs of the partial-NPVs is negligible. 
 The share of the WB costs of the total project costs of 67 percent is about 1.7 
times higher than the one of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV projects 
of 39 percent. 
 Looking at the outcome of the sector types of the WB funds, ‘Roads and 
highways’, ‘Power’, ‘Central government administration’ and ‘Water supply’ 
still remain the core sector codes. However, differences can be found in the 
‘Power’ sector code which shows the second largest %-share but the highest 
WB costs with 189 Mio USD out of 846 Mio USD (22.34 percent; refer to 
Appendix CM) compared to the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV projects 
where the ‘Power’ sector code only makes up 783 Mio USD out of 7,845 Mio 
USD (10 percent). On the other hand the ‘Roads and highways’ sector code 
only makes up 16.55 percent compared to 29.75 percent of the LDCs exclud-
ing “high-value” NPVs. 
 
Summarizing the outcomes above, it can be noted that projects with high minimum 
SROIs are not necessarily overall-NPV projects, but at least partial-NPVs with neg-
ligible remaining capital costs. Furthermore, these projects disclose around 2.5 
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times higher NPVs and 40 percent lower NPV related capital costs than the average 
project of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPV projects. Last but not least, the 
share of the WB costs of the total project costs is comparably high, particularly in 
the ‘Power’ sector and less in the ‘Roads and highways’ sector. 
Furthermore, the positive overall outcome of the weighted minimum SROI ratio is 
driven by the still higher Asian weighted ratios. In case the recalculated unweighted 
recurring costs coefficient of 2.4 was used, the weighted ratios of the 148 LDC pro-
jects would increase further. Nonetheless, the most interesting find is the fact that 
even in the worst case scenario by calculating the minimum SROI ratio of the LDCs 
and under consideration of the above mentioned restrictions, the outcome for the 
WB projects is positive for each of the 2 minimum SROI ratios. 
4.9 Summary and Conclusion 
In the first part of chapter 4 the appraisal NPV outcomes of 91 ICR reports of the 
LDCs were outlined and discussed. The results were positive with NPVs ranging 
from 17,667 to 20,067 Mio USD with total project costs of 13,981 Mio USD. Exclud-
ing the 3 “high-value” NPV projects which disclosed NPVs greater than 1,000 Mio 
USD led to NPV values of 4,678 to 4,713 Mio USD (8,021 Mio USD of total project 
costs). The comparison of outcomes between of the African and Asian continents 
for the whole data set disclosed 2.5 to 3 times higher NPV values in Asia, even 
though the NPV related capital costs of both continents were equally high. Once the 
“high-value” NPVs were excluded, Africa’s total NPV sum of 3,827 Mio USD was 
more than 4.5 times higher than the 886 Mio USD in Asia. However, the NPV/capital 
cost ratio of Asia was still slightly higher than the one of Africa. In the subsequent 
chapter the 68 NPVs of the result stage were evaluated. Aside from the 14 negative 
and neutral NPVs, the results were (highly) positive with NPV values of 42,059 to 
50, 779 Mio USD with 33,506 Mio USD of total project costs, and 6,188 to 7,799 Mio 
USD with 20,280 Mio USD of total project costs for the LDCs when excluding the 7 
“high-value” NPV projects. The comparison between the continental results showed 
a higher NPV as well as a higher NPV/capital cost ratio in Asia. Even with the ex-
clusion of the “high-value” NPVs, the NPV/capital cost ratio of Asia was still close to 
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twice as high as the African one. Whether or not the continental NPV and cost value 
differences were due to differences in project types accordingly to the WB funding 
could not be evaluated further since the WB funding made up only 27 percent of the 
total project costs for a data set of 168 NPVs (39 percent of the total project costs 
for the data set excluding “high-value” NPVs). In order to compare the planned NPV 
and cost values of the appraisal stage with the ones of the result stage, 67 projects 
could be used as the comparison basis. Interestingly, the result stage NPVs were 2 
times higher even though the cost values were slightly lower. Excluding the 4 “high-
value” NPVs, appraisal stage showed a slightly higher minimum NPV compared to 
the result stage. However, the maximum NPV of the result stage was slightly higher 
than the one of the appraisal stage. Although the NPV related capital and total pro-
ject costs increased by roughly 8 and 14 percent from the appraisal to the result 
stage, project outcomes are generally found to be developing as planned.  
The analysis of the ERRs showed that the 159 NPV-intersectional ERRs disclosed 
slightly lower arithmetic means than the total of the 219 ERRs. Excluding the 20 
“high-value” ERRs disclosing values of 100 or higher, the picture shifts towards min-
imal higher arithmetic means of the intersectional ERRs compared to the ERRs of 
the non-NPV projects. Still, the minimum and maximum arithmetic means of the 
ERRs of the non-NPV projects were respectively 18.91 and 31.35 percent and thus 
much higher than the corresponding discount rate of 10.83 percent. The comparison 
of the continents based on the entire data set revealed the following facts:  
 
 Africa disclosed higher ERR values than Asia for both groups –the ERRs of 
the NPV projects and the non-NPV project ERRs.  
 Even though the differences for the ERRs of the NPV projects were negligi-
ble, the African minimum arithmetic mean of 48.79 percent of the non-NPV 
projects was more than twice as much as the Asian maximum of 23.97 per-
cent.  
 Through the exclusion of the 20 “high-value” ERRs, the picture changed in 
such a way that Africa still disclosed higher total ERRs for both the minimum 
and maximum arithmetic means.  
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 A more in depth look at the 2 groups revealed that Asia’s maximum arithmetic 
mean (34.69 percent) of the ERRs of the NPV projects was slightly higher 
than the 32.6 percent in Africa, albeit differentiated by just over 1 percent.  
 Above all, the 35.57 percent maximum value of the ERRs of the non-NPV 
projects in Africa was still significantly higher than the 23.97 percent in Asia.  
 
The analysis of the additional economic and financial indicators only produced li-
mited insights. Whilst the analysis was able to show to a limited degree that there 
are additional projects which outlined positive outcomes in 4 of the economic and 
financial indicators other than the NPV or ERR, for the most part, the amount of the 
additional indicators is negligible and there was overall, insufficient financial infor-
mation to adequately bring the outlined values in line with the NPV or ERRs. In order 
to establish a concept on how potential outcomes of the remainder of projects which 
did not disclosed any economic or financial indicators could look like, the overall 
project performance and the results of the disclosed ERRs were used. Even though 
the outcomes based on varying ERR share factors were positive and only a little 
below the results of the ones of the NPV and non-NPV groups, they can only be 
regarded as approximations, since no further project details were considered. 
In the final part of the economic and financial analysis chapter the outcomes of all 
NPVCRs based on the data set as disclosed within the ICRs showed positive results 
throughout. Obviously, the more cost types that were considered, the worse the 
NPVCR. Nonetheless, for the data set which excluded the 10 “high-value” projects, 
the discounted weighted and unweighted ratios maintained (highly) positive with val-
ues between 1.58 in the weighted minimum case and 3.19 in the unweighted maxi-
mum case based on the inclusion of all outlined project costs (total-capital plus re-
curring-costs ratio). The continent comparison based on the exclusion of “high-
value” NPVs showed mixed results consisting of higher African ratios for the un-
weighted but lower weighted NPVCRs. Looking at the standardized outcomes the 
capital costs solely based ratios of the LDCs disclosed positive results throughout, 
even with the exclusion of the 10 “high-value” projects. Furthermore, the recurring 
costs based NPVCRs disclosed high weighted and unweighted ratios. Even for the 
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unadjusted unweighted recurring costs coefficient of 13.29, all ratios ranged be-
tween 1.58 and 1.99 when all project costs were included. When the “high-value” 
projects were excluded, the ratios dropped but still remained positive with a 
weighted recurring costs coefficient of 2.64. This translated to values between 1.29 
for the weighted minimum and 2.17 for the unweighted maximum case of the total-
capital plus recurring costs NPVCR. The continental comparison of the whole data 
set outlined higher capital costs solely based NPVCRs for the Asian continent, which 
in the case of weighted ratios were more than twice as high as the African ones. 
Even with the exclusion of “high-values”, Asia still showed higher values throughout, 
lending support to the fact that the projects run in Asia are indeed more capital costs 
effective than projects in Africa. With regards to the recurring costs related NPVCRs, 
it needs to be noted that the weighted and unweighted recurring costs coefficients 
were much higher in Asian compared to Africa. However, as a result of the “high-
value” NPV projects, Asia still disclosed higher weighted ratios even when compar-
ing the results of the Asian unadjusted unweighted recurring costs coefficient of 28.8 
against the African one of 4.35. Further on this, Asia disclosed higher weighted 
NPVCRs based on comparably high coefficients. Excluding the 10 “high-value” pro-
jects demonstrated almost unchanged recurring costs coefficients for both conti-
nents, even though there was notable decline in continental differences. Although 
Asia still disclosed slightly higher weighted ratios for comparable recurring costs 
coefficients and thus a higher percentile monetary amount generation than Africa, 
the picture for the unweighted NPVCRs looked quite different. With higher un-
weighted minimum but lower maximum values, the Asian outcomes appeared to be 
more stable and predictable. In order to account for the remaining capital costs of 
the partial-NPVs, the capital SROI ratio was calculated using different recurring 
costs coefficients. Even for the initial and unadjusted unweighted recurring costs 
coefficient of 13.29, both weighted and unweighted ratios were positive. The 
cleansed data set of 158 NPVs also disclosed positive outcomes for each of the 
recurring costs coefficients. Considering the weighted coefficient of 2.64, the 
weighted outcomes remained between 1.09 and 1.17, whereas the unweighted cap-
ital SROI ratio resulted with higher arithmetic means of 1.46 and 1.94. The continent 
comparison of the full data set looked one-sided: Higher Asian capital SROI ratios 
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for any recurring costs coefficient, whereas the African weighted minimum ratios 
were consistently below 1 for any of the African recurring costs coefficients. When 
excluding the “high-value” projects and considering comparable high recurring costs 
coefficients, the continent comparison revealed the same picture as for the stand-
ardized values: Higher weighted capital SROI ratios as well as a higher unweighted 
minimum capital SROI ratio, but a lower unweighted maximum capital SROI ratio in 
Asia. Thus as an outcome of the continental comparison, it can be summarized that 
Asia usually disclosed little higher weighted, more stable and predictable un-
weighted ratio outcomes. In the penultimate chapter, the theoretic minimum SROI 
ratio was calculated. Therefore, the assumption that the remaining capital costs of 
the partial-NPVs come along with additional recurring costs was taken. Deducting 
those –theoretically assumed– recurring costs from the NPV values still disclosed 
positive weighted and unweighted SROIs for all except 1 recurring costs indicators 
across all LDCs. For the initial unadjusted unweighted recurring costs indicator of 
13.29, both of the weighted ratios were below 1 with arithmetic means of 0.74 in the 
minimum and 0.82 in the maximum case, whereas the unweighted SROI ratio still 
lay between 0.98 and 1.25. Excluding the 10 high bolter projects disclosed positive 
results throughout only for the fully embellished recurring costs coefficient of 0.62. 
Even for the adjusted recurring costs coefficient of 1.17 the weighted minimum value 
of the minimum SROI came down to 0.94. Using the weighted recurring costs coef-
ficient of 2.64, both weighted ratios were below 1, with an unweighted minimum 
SROI ratio range between 1.27 and 1.68. Only when applying the initial unadjusted 
unweighted recurring costs coefficient of 12.99 the weighted minimum value fell to 
0.91. The continental comparison of the total 168 NPV projects showed that Asia 
discloses about 4 times higher weighted results as well as higher unweighted results 
for the minimum SROI based on comparably high recurring costs coefficients. Even 
for the fully embellished unweighted coefficient of 0.56, Africa’s weighted minimum 
SROI ratio was below 1, even for the maximum case. In comparison, Asia’s mini-
mum SROIs were all positive, except the unweighted minimum ratio of 0.93 of the 
initial unadjusted unweighted recurring costs coefficient of 28.8. Since the African 
initial unadjusted unweighted recurring costs of 4.35 was much lower, all un-
weighted ratios are (highly) above 1. With the exclusion of the “high-values” the 
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Asian ratios dropped most notably. However, for comparable recurring costs coeffi-
cients, Asia disclosed a higher weighted minimum SROI which was still positive in 
the minimum case for the adjusted recurring costs coefficient of 1.6. Africa only dis-
closed 1 positive weighted minimum SROI ratio which was the maximum ratio value 
of 1.02 of the fully embellished unweighted recurring costs of 0.56. The unweighted 
ratios of both continents were all positive, except for the Asian recurring costs coef-
ficient of 28.59. As a conclusion of the continental minimum SROI comparison, the 
African weighted results appear to be value degenerating from an overall monetary 
point of view. Positively noted is the fact that regardless of the monetary size re-
spective to the projects’ costs, the projects generate positive outcomes within both 
continents on average, but with more stable and predictable unweighted ratio out-
comes in Asia. 
The last chapter of the economic and financial analysis delved further into the NPV 
projects and the driving factors for high recurring costs coefficients and a low 
weighted minimum SROI ratio. An outcome of this analysis revealed 5 “high-value” 
recurring costs coefficient projects. These projects outlined low NPVs, NPV related 
capital and total project costs. Furthermore, the WB funding amount of the total pro-
ject costs was unusually high, specifically in the ‘Distribution and Transmission’ sec-
tor code. In the case where the 5 projects and the “high-values” were excluded when 
calculating the unweighted recurring costs coefficient for the LDCs, the coefficient 
came down from 12.99 to 2.4.  
The analysis also revealed an additional 10 projects with calculated minimum NPVs 
of less than -200 Mio USD. These projects disclosed NPVs less than the average 
NPV of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPVs, but maintained high NPV related 
capital costs and even higher total project costs. In the case where these projects 
were excluded from the data set, the remaining 148 projects disclosed a positive 
capital SROI ratio of 1.2 and 1.28 for the weighted and 1.51 and 2.01 in the un-
weighted case. Furthermore, the minimum SROI ratio of 1 and 1.06 in the weighted 
and the 1.3 and 1.72 in the unweighted case were as well positive.  
Considering these findings, it needs to be summarized that even in the worst case 
scenario, the calculated minimum SROI resulted in positive outcomes. Therefore, it 
can be concluded, that the projects delivered by the WB have a positive effect on 
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the LDCs for the researched data set. Furthermore, the projects generating the high-
est minimum SROIs were generally projects with approx. 2.5 times above-average 
NPVs of 104 and 112 Mio USD, and low NPV related capital and total project costs 
of 40 and 42 Mio USD respectively. Additionally, those projects were generally more 
focused on the ‘Power’ and less on the ‘Roads and highways’ sector compared to 
the average NPV project of the LDCs. 
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5 Qualitative Data Analysis 
This chapter focuses on the qualitative data analysis of ICR reports used in this 
research paper. The qualitative data analysis represents the second of the 2 major 
parts of this doctoral thesis. The following chapter discusses the type of qualitative 
data analysis –content analysis– used for this research project. Subsequent chap-
ters then define and further explain the 3 types of content analyses –namely the 
sustainability evaluation and the bank and borrower performance. In the end, a clos-
ing chapter concludes each of the 3 areas summarizing findings and providing rec-
ommendations on how to address negative sustainability ratings and negative per-
formance outcomes. 
5.1       Content Analysis 
Content analysis is a research tool used to determine the presence of certain words 
or concepts within texts or sets of texts. Researchers quantify and analyze the pres-
ence, meanings and relationships of words and concepts before making inferences 
about the messages within the texts. To conduct a content analysis the text is coded, 
or broken down into manageable pieces and categories on a variety of levels, such 
as words, word senses, phrases, sentences, or themes.217 In principle, there are 2 
complementary types of content analysis:218 
 
 Conceptual Analysis (quantitative): Analyzing the existence and frequency of 
concepts which are used the most within the text. 
 Relational Analysis (qualitative): Analyzing the relationship among concepts 
within the text.  
 
                                              
217 Author’s Note: Please see Appendix CN for the process of executing a content analysis. 
218 Cf. Mayring (2008), unpag.; Krippendorff (2004), unpag.; Hausmann/Rudolph (2014), s. 8. 
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In order to conduct qualitative data analyses for the 3 mentioned assessment areas 
of ICR reports (sustainability, bank and borrower performance), content analysis will 
be used. 
5.2 Sustainability 
The first section of this chapter provides the definition of sustainability rating of ICR 
reports and identifies risk factors that are potential drivers behind negative sustain-
ability ratings. In the second part of this chapter, different categories for sustainabil-
ity ratings are explained. 
5.2.1 Sustainability Rating Definition 
Looking at the sustainability rating within an ICR document, one must not be con-
fused with the “three-pillar model” of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR).219 A sus-
tainability rating of an ICR describes the ‘Risk to Development Outcome’ as “the 
risk, at the time of evaluation, that development outcomes (or expected outcomes) 
will not be maintained (or realized). This refers to outcomes that have actually been 
achieved (or are expected to be achieved).”220 In principle, the risk to development 
outcome has 2 dimensions:221 
  
1. The likelihood that some changes may occur from the operation that are det-
rimental to the ultimate achievement of the development outcome. 
2. The impact from the operation and the development outcomes if some or all 
of these changes materialize. 
 
                                              
219 Cf. Lexikon der Nachhaltigkeit (2014); Lexikon der Nachhaltigkeit (2013): In general, the founda-
tion of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) concept lies in the "three-pillar model" of sustainabi-
lity –in particular economic and financial world. Thereafter, economic, environmental and social are 
pari passu and equally weighted, both at the macroeconomic and political level as well as at the 
global and corporate level. 
220 WB (2013), p. 40. 
221 WB (2013), p. 40; WB (2010), p. 3. 
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There are internal risks primarily related to the operation itself and external risks 
which arise from factors outside of the project (e.g. at the country or global level).  
The sustainability rating helps to identify those operations that require a close mon-
itoring and controlling process in managing risks which may affect project outcome 
and benefits. Therefore, rating ICR sustainability requires an assessment of uncer-
tainties, which the operation might face over its remaining useful lifetime, and 
whether adequate measures and arrangements are in place to mitigate or even 
avoid the impact of those uncertainties. Defined by the WB, the ICR sustainability 
rating is the “evaluator’s judgment of the uncertainties faced by the operation’s de-
velopment out-comes over its expected remaining useful life, taking account of any 
risk mitigation measures already in place at the time of evaluation.”222 223  
The ICR sustainability rating is 1 of 3 major rating categories that describe the over-
all project performance of an operation or project as described in chapter 4.7 Overall 
Project Performance. It is worth noting that sustainability rating does not give an 
indication for the absolute level of project benefits. For example, a project with a 
positive NPV or a high expected ERR but a negative sustainability rating can still 
receive a satisfactory overall project performance rating.224 
In order to establish the most adequate and reliable assessment of a sustainability 
rating, the evaluator and its team (mainly project staff and ICR WB employees) must 
consider operational, sector, and country-specific related issues by weighing in the 
relative importance of each individualized criterion of a risk and how it may affect 
the planned project outcome – these risk factors include:225 
 
 Technical (e.g. innovative technologies and system) 
 Financial (e.g. robustness of financial flows and financial viability) 
 Economic (e.g. regional and global) 
 Social (e.g. strength of stakeholder support) 
                                              
222 WB (2013), p. 40. 
223 Cf. WB (2013), p. 40; WB (2010), p. 3. 
224 Cf. WB (2013), p. 40 et seq.; WB (2010), p. 3. 
225 Cf. WB (2013), p. 41. 
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 Political (e.g. volatility of political situation) 
 Environmental (including positive and negative impacts) 
 Government Ownership and Commitment (e.g. supportive policies, budget) 
 Other Stakeholder Ownership (e.g. from private sector/civil society) 
 Institutional Support and Capacity (e.g. from project entities; and/or related 
to legal/legislative framework) 
 Governance 
 Natural Disasters Exposure 
5.2.2 Sustainability Rating Categories 
There are 4 rating categories suggested by the WB for the ‘Risk to Development 
Outcome’ rating category:226 
 
 Negligible to Low 
 Moderate 
 Significant 
 High 
 
Based on the outcome of the research conducted 2 major findings need to be out-
lined: 
 
1. In ICR documents disclosed before mid-2005227, rating category ‘Risk to De-
velopment Outcome’ was assessed (and named) as ‘Sustainability’ and thus 
has controversial rating categories. 
2. Besides the above rating categories suggested by the WB, other rating cat-
egories have been used for the ‘Risk to Development Outcome’ category, 
such as substantial, medium, and modest. 
                                              
226 Cf. WB (2013), p. 41 et seq.; WB (2013), p. 42: The lack of sufficient information, or other circum-
stances, makes it impossible to assign one of the above ratings, whereas “non-evaluable” should be 
recorded. 
227 Author’s Note: The exact date can’t be determined because both situations exist: ICR documents 
disclosed before 2005 contain ‘Risk to Development Outcome’ as a rating category; ICR documents 
disclosed after 2005 contain ‘Sustainability’ as a rating category. 
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To account for these findings and to build the foundation for the content analysis, 
mapping of the ratings and categories was performed and is illustrated in the table 
below. Within the context of this research paper only negative rating categories are 
researched using the content analysis:228 
 
 
 Table 81: Mapping of Sustainability Rating Categories 
 
Going forward both categories will be referred to as sustainability. 
5.3 Bank Performance 
This chapter focuses on the definition of ICR bank performance and its rating cat-
egories. 
5.3.1 Bank Performance Definition 
The performance of the WB (referred as “bank performance”) is defined as the ex-
tent to which the services provided ensures quality at entry of the cooperation (pro-
ject) and provides support throughout the implementation phase through appropri-
ate supervision to achieve planned development outcomes. Supervision also in-
cludes defining adequate transition arrangements for operations and tasks to be 
executed after loan/credit closing.229  
                                              
228 Cf. WB (2006), p. 26. 
229 Cf. WB (2013), p. 42. 
 177 
 
Overall, the bank performance rating is assessed by 2 dimensions: 230 
 
1. Quality at entry231: Quality at entry defines to which extend the WB has iden-
tified and facilitated the preparation of the appraised project in such dimen-
sions that the achievement of project outcomes are most likely and consistent 
with the bank’s fiduciary role. Generally, landing performance is ra-ted 
against following criteria, whereat the evaluator should account for the project 
environment, such as sector and country context, when weighting the relative 
importance of each criterion:232  
o Strategic relevance and approach 
o Technical, structural, financial and (macro-)economic aspects 
o Poverty, gender and social development aspects 
o Environmental aspects 
o Fiduciary aspects 
o Policy and institutional aspects 
o Implementation arrangements 
o Monitoring and evaluation arrangements 
o Risk assessment 
o Bank inputs and processes 
2. Quality of supervision: Quality of supervision defines the extent to which the 
WB identified, prevented and managed risks to PDOs and the WB’s fiduciary 
role. Quality of supervision is rated against following criteria, whereat as the 
evaluation should again account for environmental aspects when weighting 
the relative importance of each criterion:233 
o Focus on development impact 
o Supervision of fiduciary and safeguard aspects (where applicable) 
o Adequacy of supervision inputs and processes 
o Candor and quality of performance reporting 
                                              
230 Cf. WB (2013), p. 42 et seq. 
231 Author’s Note: Quality at entry is often referred as “Quality at Landing” by the WB.  
232 Cf. WB (2013), p. 42 et seq. 
233 Cf. WB (2013), p. 43 et seq. 
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o Role in ensuring adequate transition arrangements for support after 
Loan/Credit closing 
 
As shown, each of the 2 dimensions is rated against different criteria whereat the 
evaluator rates both dimensions separately.234  
5.3.2 Bank Performance Categories 
The (overall) bank performance rating is based on the ratings for each of the 2 men-
tioned dimensions –namely quality at entry and quality of supervision. For each of 
the 2 dimensions their own rating categories are used235, whereat in order to provide 
transparency both rating outcomes are presented separately but are combined to 
derive the overall bank performance. Ratings for the common combinations of rat-
ings of quality at entry and quality of supervision are presented in the following ta-
ble:236 
 
 
 Table 82: Bank Performance Rating Categories 
 
In order to derive the overall bank performance the ratings of both dimensions need 
to be considered: In case the rating for 1 dimension is in the satisfactory range 
                                              
234 Cf. WB (2013), p. 42. 
235 Author’s Note: Appendices CO and CP provide an overview of the rating categories of quality at 
entry and quality of supervision.  
236 Cf. WB (2013), p. 45. 
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(“Moderately Satisfactory” or better) while the rating for the other dimension is in the 
unsatisfactory range, the rating for the bank performance normally depends on the 
overall project performance rating. Thus, overall bank performance is rated “Moder-
ately Satisfactory” if overall project performance is rated in the satisfactory range 
and “Moderately Unsatisfactory” if overall project performance is rated in the unsat-
isfactory range.237  
5.4 Borrower Performance 
This chapter focuses on the definition borrower performance and its rating catego-
ries outlined within the ICR reports. 
5.4.1 Borrower Performance Definition 
Borrower performance is defined as the extent to which the borrower –consisting of 
the government and implementing agency or agencies– ensures quality of prepara-
tion and implementation based on agreements in order to ensure the achievement 
of the PDOs. Similar to bank performance, borrower performance is rated by as-
sessing the following 2 dimensions:238 
 
1. Government Performance (central and/or local government): Government 
performance is rated against the following criteria, whereat the evaluator 
should account for the project environment, such as sector and country con-
text, when weighting the relative importance of each criterion:239 
o Government ownership and commitment to achieving PDOs 
o Enabling environment including supportive macroeconomic, sectorial, 
and institutional policies 
o Adequacy of beneficiary and stakeholder consultations 
                                              
237 Cf. WB (2013), p. 45. 
238 Cf. WB (2013), p. 46. 
239 Cf. WB (2013), p. 46. 
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o Readiness for implementation and its arrangements and capacity, and 
appointment of staff 
o Timely resolution of implementation issues 
o Fiduciary, such as financial management, governance, provision of 
counterpart funding, reimbursements and procurement 
o Adequacy of monitoring and evaluation arrangements 
o Relationships and coordination with donors, partners and stakehold-
ers 
o Adequacy of transition arrangements for regularly, supported activities 
after loan closing 
2. Implementing Agency Performance: Under consideration of environmental 
aspects, implementation agency performance should be rated against the 
following criteria:240 
o Agency commitment to achieving PDOs 
o Adequacy of beneficiary and stakeholder involvement 
o Readiness for implementation, implementation arrangements and ap-
pointment of key staff 
o Timely resolution of occurring issues 
o Fiduciary, such as financial management, governance, provision of 
counterpart funding, reimbursements and procurement 
o Adequacy of monitoring and evaluation arrangements 
o Relationships and coordination with partners and stakeholders 
o Appropriateness of transition arrangements for regular operations of 
supported activities after project closing 
 
Where the government and implementing agency can’t be distinguished, only an 
overall rating which takes the relevant criteria from both lists into account is neces-
sary.241 
                                              
240 Cf. WB (2013), p. 47. 
241 Cf. WB (2013), p. 46. 
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5.4.2 Borrower Performance Categories 
The overall borrower performance rating is based on the ratings for each of the 2 
mentioned dimensions –namely government and implementation agency perfor-
mance. For each of the 2 dimensions their own rating categories are used242, whereat 
for transparency reasons both rating outcomes are presented separately but are 
combined to derive the overall bank performance. Ratings for the common combi-
nations of ratings are presented in the following table:243 
 
 
 Table 83: Borrower Performance Rating Categories 
 
In order to derive the overall borrower performance ratings both dimensions need 
to be considered, whereat the same rules as for the overall bank performance de-
termination apply (refer to previous chapter).244  
                                              
242 Author’s Note: Appendices CQ and CR provide an overview of the rating categories of government 
and implementation agency performance.  
243 Cf. WB (2013), p. 48. 
244 Cf. WB (2013), p. 49. 
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6 Results of the Qualitative Data Analysis 
In this chapter the approach and outcomes of the analyses conducted are presented 
and discussed. Therefore, the following chapters firstly look at each assessment 
area of its own, starting with the sustainability outcome, followed by the bank and 
borrower performances. For each of the assessment areas a quantitative counting 
of the negative and positive ratings is examined in the first stage. Thereafter, a clas-
sical content analysis is applied in the second stage to identify the reasons for “neg-
ative” ratings. Each of the chapters of assessment closes with a short summary and 
conclusion of findings from the research conducted. 
6.1       Sustainability 
The following chapters analyze the outcome of the sustainability ratings of the LDCs. 
In the next chapter the quantitative counts of the negative, neutral and positive sus-
tainability ratings are assessed. Thereafter, the outcome of the content analysis for 
the negative sustainability projects is presented. For this purpose, results of the 
LDCs, the ones for Haiti followed by the outcome comparison of the African and 
Asian continents, are examined. The chapter will continue with an excursus on the 
results of positive NPV projects, before a summary and conclusion finalize this sec-
tion. 
6.1.1 Quantitative Assessment of Sustainability Ratings 
In order to assess the quantitative number of negative, neutral and positive sustain-
ability ratings, each ICR document had to be reviewed individually as the rating cat-
egories are not yet available in any other format nor have they been published any-
where else by the WB.245  
                                              
245 Cf. Email from WB (Jeannette Smith) on 2012/12/27; Author’s Note: Only IEG ratings can be 
publicly accessed on a portfolio level via http://data.worldbank.org/data-catalog/IEG. 
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Table 84 provides an overview of the neutral and positive sustainability ratings for 
the LDCs per continent, whereat the ratings related to the risk to development out-
come category have been added to the corresponding sustainability rating category 
in order to provide a comprehensive summary (same mapping approach as for the 
negative sustainability rating; refer to chapter 5.2.2 Sustainability Categories, table 
81: Mapping of Sustainability Rating Categories): 
 
 
Table 84: Quantitative Assessment of Neutral and Positive Sustainability Ratings246 
 
Approx. 20 percent (160 out of 790) of all ICR documents disclose a neutral rating 
for sustainability, such as modest or moderate. On a global level, 364 out of 790 
(46.1 percent) projects exhibit a positive rating. Interestingly enough, Asia contains 
approx. the same number of projects with positive and negative sustainability ratings 
(roughly 80 projects). On the contrary, Haiti does not even disclose 1 project with a 
positive rating. In Africa – the continent where most projects have been executed – 
nearly half of the projects (about 48 percent) received a positive rating for sustaina-
bility.  
In conclusion, it can be adhered that these WB projects are rather sustainable in 
terms of having a positive likelihood that the project outcome will be sustained after 
project closing, as there are more positive than negative ratings available.  
Table 85 provides an overview of the negative sustainability ratings per continent as 
well as per category: 
 
                                              
246 Author’s Note: The mismatch in the sum of the total number of projects per category and the total 
number of ICR documents (790) is due to the fact that some documents did not provide a rating for 
sustainability. 
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Table 85: Quantitative Assessment of Negative Sustainability Ratings247 
 
When broken down by percentages, the “Highly Unlikely” sustainability rating makes 
up about 20 percent of the total negative sustainability ratings. In Africa, 17 percent 
of the negative sustainability projects have a “Highly Unlikely” rating. In Asia about 
22 percent account for this rating. In Haiti 4 out of 10 projects disclose this negative 
sustainability rating. 
As a summary it must be outlined that in total 33.3 percent of the projects analyzed 
have an “Unlikely” or “Highly Unlikely” sustainability rating (30.3 percent in Africa, 
39.8 percent in Asia). 
However, it must be noted that the sustainability rating may always be subject to 
change due to any reasons which might not have been foreseen during the rating 
period –more than likely resulting in a positive rating moving towards a more nega-
tive rating rather than the other way around.248 
                                              
247 Author’s Note: The numbers mentioned in the lower right corner for each category represent the 
number of quotations used. 
248 WB (2013), p. 40 et sqq. 
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6.1.2 Outcome of the Content Analysis  
In order to evaluate the reasons why achieved project outcomes might not be sus-
tained after project completion with a “significant” or even “high” negative sustaina-
bility rating, classical content analyses were conducted using ATLAS.ti. The follow-
ing chapters outline the results of the content analyses per continent. 
6.1.2.1      Types of Reasons 
In order to assess the types of reasons for negative sustainability ratings within the 
LDCs as a whole, each sustainability ICR report was researched using the qualita-
tive toolset of content analysis. The following table provides an overview of the ex-
isting types of reasons which were identified across all LDCs: 
 
 
Table 86: Identified Reasons for a Negative Sustainability Rating 
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Macroeconomic or country risks affect the country as a whole and can be due to 
external/global reasons, such as a financial crisis. Governmental risks relate to the 
government itself, its (lack of) commitment, its (lack of) actions and its limited ca-
pacity249 (e.g. resources). The third type of reason for a negative rating in sustaina-
bility is political risks, such as political instability or uncertainty within the country 
perhaps due to upcoming elections. Another group of risks identified are security 
risks – sub-divided by natural disaster and environmental risks, war and conflicts, 
epidemic risks, and thirst and hunger. The fifth category of reasoning is corruption 
which is still a major issue in the LDCs. Following this, fiduciary risks, implementa-
tion capacity and institutional risks, and infrastructure risks are 3 additional reasons 
mentioned. Lastly, project specific risks such as PDO risks (which directly have an 
impact on the project’s PDOs), implementation agency risks, bank risks, technical 
risks, and other project risks make up the final reasoning in this assessment.250 
6.1.2.2      Overall Results 
Looking at the LDCs as a whole (including Haiti), 33.3 percent have a negative out-
come for the sustainability rating (263 out of 790 projects). Out of the 263 projects, 
212 projects have an “Unlikely” rating and 51 have a “Highly Unlikely” rating for sus-
tainability (refer to chapter 6.1.1 Quantitative Assessment of Sustainability Ratings, 
table 85: Quantitative Assessment of Negative Sustainability Ratings). The following 
table highlights the major reasons for negative sustainability ratings within the LDCs 
compared against the total number of 790 projects researched within this paper: 
 
                                              
249 Author’s Note: In case where government capacity was mentioned in the context of funding the 
code was counted under point 6 Funding Risks instead of 2.3 Government Capacity Risks. 
250 Author’s Note: Appendix CS provides an overview of appropriate codes used for the most relevant 
types of reasons. 
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Table 87: Top Reasons for a Negative Sustainability Rating across LDCs251 
 
The “% of Projects” column represents the percentages of the risk category in com-
parison to the 263 negative sustainability projects, whereat the “% of total projects” 
shows the share in regards to the total of 790 projects. The majority of reasoning for 
the LDCs to share a negative sustainability rating lies behind fiduciary risks (54.8 
percent), whereat this affects about 18 percent of all WB projects researched in the 
context of the LDCs. More than 50 percent of the negative sustainability rated pro-
jects have implementation capacity and institutional risks, close to 50 percent have 
project-related risks, specifically in areas of PDO and implementation agency. Fur-
                                              
251 Author’s Note: See Appendix CT for reasons for „Unlikely“ and „Highly Unlikely“ sustainability rat-
ings across all LDCs. 
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thermore, nearly 45 percent of the negative projects today are assessed with gov-
ernmental risks, followed closely by security risks at 30 percent (roughly 20 percent 
of these being due to war and conflict). Interestingly, corruption and political risks 
are still 2 types of risks which affect more than 20 percent of the negative sustaina-
bility projects, whereat infrastructure risks represent the smallest type of reasoning 
with a share of 8.7 percent only. 
Out of 263 negative sustainability projects across the LDCs there are 81 sector 
codes available in total. Table 88 represents the 10 most common sector codes 
across the negative sustainability LDC projects, whereat the %-points and the %-
share are given based on the project type definition already presented in chapter 
2.5.3 Project Types (refer to table 3: Example of a Project Type Definition):252 
 
 
Table 88: Most common Sector Codes across Negative Sustainability Projects of 
the LDCs253 
 
The ‘Central government administration’ sector code counts about 54 %-points and 
is thus the largest shared among sector codes (about 20 percent). It belongs to 148 
                                              
252 Author’s Note: Sector codes were assessed using both negative sustainability ratings („Unlikely“ 
and „Highly Unlikely“). 
253 Author’s Note: The uneven %-points of 165.73 are the result of some projects not disclosing whole 
%-points in total. 
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out of the 263 total negative sustainability projects. The ‘Health’ sector code counts 
approx. 27 %-points and has a share of roughly 10 percent, accounting for 61 pro-
jects. Other major sector codes to be noted are ‘Other social services’, ‘Power’, 
‘Roads and highways’, as well as water supply. 
In order to better understand for which type of projects the negative sustainability 
project accounts, following %-shares for the project type categories can be outlined: 
 
 
Table 89: Project Type Categories of the Negative Sustainability Projects of the 
LDCs254 
 
Other than for the NPV projects of the LDCs (refer to chapter 4.3.1 Result NPVs of 
the LDCs, table 14: Project Type Categories of the NPV Projects of the LDCs) the 
‘Governmental Administration’ project type represents the major project type of the 
                                              
254 Cf. Appendix CU provides an overview of all 81 available sector codes and their %-shares as-
signed to the corresponding project type categories. 
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negative sustainability projects of the LDCs with a share of about 23 percent. Addi-
tional major project types are ‘Health’ (12.41 percent) and ‘Transportation Develop-
ment’ (10.98 percent). 
Out of the 263 projects there are only a few projects which share the same sector 
codes. In most cases only 2 projects share the same sector code(s), whereat most 
of the time projects are based on 1 sector code only. In the latter case, the %-point 
is 1 and the same for both projects. The following table provides an overview of the 
projects which are based on 1 sector code only: 
 
 
Table 90: Project with common Sector Codes and Percentage Points 
 
11 projects share the ‘Central government administration’ sector code while addi-
tional 4 projects the ‘Power’ sector code. Furthermore, there are 7 groups which 
consist of 2 projects each, sharing a different sector code. Another 46 projects can 
be grouped into smaller project groups sharing at least the same sector codes per 
group, whereat in none of the project groups the %-points per sector code match.255 
Therefore, it can be concluded that besides the 29 projects mentioned in the table 
above, the rest of the 188 projects do not have matching sector codes and therefore 
have different project types. In order to increase the probability of finding patterns 
that can explain relationship between certain sector codes, their %-points and the 
                                              
255 Author’s Note: See Appendix CV for an overview of matching sector codes and the corresponding 
projects. In total, there are 75 projects consisting of 23 groups which share the same sector code(s). 
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effect on the sustainability rating, a detailed statistical analysis is required. Further-
more, the fundamental issue that the WB costs only making up about 27 percent of 
the total projects costs for the 168 NPV projects as described in chapter 4.3.1 Result 
NPVs of the LDCs remains for the negative sustainability projects: A sample analy-
sis of roughly about 100 negative sustainability projects has shown that the WB 
costs account for only less than 40 percent of the total project costs. Therefore, 
further in-depth statistical analyses can be conducted only after the sector codes of 
the total project funding are known. 
As an outcome of this analysis it needs to be noted that the project types of the 
negative sustainability projects of the LDCs: 
 
 Are based on 81 different sector codes but not representative for the total 
funding amount of those projects. 
 Vary extremely and are rarely the same across projects/countries. 
 Can only serve as “trend-setters” due to the mentioned limitations. 
6.1.2.3      Results in Haiti 
Haiti is the only country within LA that belongs to the LDCs and therefore not repre-
sentative for LA as a continent. Nevertheless, as outlined in in chapter 6.1.1 Quan-
titative Assessment of Sustainability Ratings, table 84: Quantitative Assessment of 
Neutral and Positive Sustainability Ratings it contains 10 ICR documents out of 
which 7 do have a negative sustainability rating.256 The following table is provided to 
highlight the top reasons for receiving “Unlikely” and “Highly Unlikely”  sustainability 
ratings in Haiti by comparing the percentages of negative projects per reasoning 
type to all negative sustainability projects (“% of Projects”) and in relation to all (10) 
projects (“% of total Projects”) within the country: 
 
                                              
256 Cf. Chapter 6.1.1 Quantitative Assessment of Sustainability Ratings, table 85: Quantitative As-
sessment of Negative Sustainability Ratings. 
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Table 91: Top Reasons for a Negative Sustainability Rating in Haiti257 
 
According to the research conducted, the major reasons for a negative sustainability 
outcome in Haiti are implementation capacity and institutional risks, political risks, 
and macroeconomic risks, followed by 3 additional types, security, fiduciary and 
governmental risks, with equal shares. 
6.1.2.4      Continent Comparison 
In this chapter, the outcome of the content analyses of Africa and Asia are presented 
and compared.258 
                                              
257 Author’s Note: See Appendix CW for reasons for „Unlikely“ and „Highly Unlikely“ sustainability 
ratings in Haiti. 
258 Author’s Note: Due to fact that Haiti is the only LDC in LA continent, LA will not be part of the 
continental comparison. 
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In Africa, 30 percent of the projects outline a negative outcome for the sustainability 
rating (174 out of 574). Out of the 174 projects, 145 projects have an “Unlikely” while 
29 disclose a “Highly Unlikely” rating for sustainability.259 The following table provides 
an overview of the major reasons for a negative sustainability rating within Africa 
(174 to count) compared to the total number of projects researched within the con-
tinent (574 in total; refer to column “% of total Projects”). The comparison is based 
on the combination of both negative sustainability ratings (“Unlikely” and “Highly 
Unlikely”): 
 
 
Table 92: Top Reasons for a Negative Sustainability Rating in Africa260 
 
                                              
259 Cf. Chapter 6.1.1 Quantitative Assessment of Sustainability Ratings, table 85: Quantitative As-
sessment of Negative Sustainability Ratings. 
260 Author’s Note: See Appendix CX for reasons for „Unlikely“ and „Highly Unlikely“ sustainability 
ratings in Africa. 
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The major issues in terms of making project outcomes in Africa sustainable are fi-
duciary risks (60.3 percent), especially due to lack of donor funding, whereat a donor 
could be the government or loans or grants from external sources. Project-related 
risks (50 percent) represent the secondary majority of reasoning in Africa, directly 
followed by implementation capacity and institutional risks (49.2 percent). Govern-
mental risks (40 percent) and macroeconomic or country risks (30 percent) account 
for the last majority of reasoning for negative sustainability projects. 
In Asia, roughly 40 percent of the projects receive a negative outcome for the sus-
tainability rating (82 out of 206 projects), wherein the bulk of these projects (64 in 
total) has an “Unlikely” rating for sustainability and only 18 ICR reports receive a 
“Highly Unlikely” sustainability rating.261 The following table is provided to present the 
major reasons for the negative sustainability rating for projects within Asia (82 to 
count), showing comparison against the corresponding total percentage of ICR re-
ports of Asia as a basis (206 in total; refer to column “% of total Projects”): 
 
                                              
261 Cf. Chapter 6.1.1 Quantitative Assessment of Sustainability Ratings, table 85: Quantitative As-
sessment of Negative Sustainability Ratings. 
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Table 93: Top Reasons for a Negative Sustainability Rating in Asia262 
 
Interestingly, the 3 leading reasons (implementation capacity/institutional risks at 
62.2 percent, project-related risks at 62.2 percent, and governmental risks at 56.1 
percent) account for far more than 50 percent of the negative sustainability projects. 
Furthermore, it can be stated that about every fourth project executed in Asia is 
facing either implementation capacity/institutional or project risks. Additionally, gov-
ernmental risks and fiduciary risks account for more than 50 percent of the negative 
ICR reports, affecting at least every fifth project in Asia. Security risks such as war 
and conflict make up the third type of reason with about 40 percent of the negative 
sustainability ratings. 
In order to allow for a direct comparison of the 2 continents the results outlined 
above are summarized in the following table: 
                                              
262 Author’s Note: See Appendix CY for reasons for „Unlikely“ and „Highly Unlikely“ sustainability 
ratings in Asia. 
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Table 94: Direct Risk Comparison of Asia and Africa 
 
The table above reflects 2 major points of interest: 
 
1. Based on the risk assessment for Asia, the percentage numbers for the total 
number of projects (“% of total Projects” column) within the continent are con-
siderably higher for 8 out of the 9 major risk types than that in Africa. The only 
risk type where Africa shows a slightly higher percentage number than Asia 
is macroeconomics. Therefore, it can be concluded that the likelihood for pro-
ject outcomes to not be maintained after project completion is generally 
higher in Asia than in Africa. 
2. Perhaps contrary to common belief, corruption is indicated to be the lowest 
risk type for both continents. Therefore, it can be concluded that corruption is 
not a major risk in affecting the sustainability of the development outcome of 
a project. A deeper look into the projects reveals that corruption typically af-
fects projects at the beginning when arrangements are first made and money 
transfers are agreed.263 
 
                                              
263 Cf. Moyo (2009), unpag.; Ahrens (2005), unpag. 
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While fiduciary or funding-related risks have the highest percentage of all risks in 
Africa (60.3 percent), it is only the third- or fourth-ranked risk (being that there are 2 
first-ranked risks) in Asia with close to 8 percent less than that in Africa (52 percent). 
The 2 primary risks for Asia, namely project risks and implementation capacity/insti-
tutional risks (both at 62.2 percent) are closely matched by that in Africa (second-
ranked project risks at 50 percent and third-ranked implementation capa-city/insti-
tutional risks at 49.4 percent). Fiduciary risks remain a high risk within both conti-
nents. However, risks related to the government (its associated commitment and 
actions) have been assessed with a 14 percent variance (ranked second in Asia at 
56.1 percent and fourth in Africa with about 42.5 percent). A potential explanation 
could be inferred, i.e. due to the higher occurrence of other risks within Asia (e.g. 
security risks), the governmental support has suffered (note: this has not been vali-
dated within this study). Macroeconomic/country risks are ranked as the top fifth risk 
in Africa (approx. 30 percent), unlike its ranking in Asia (21 percent). The largest 
difference between the 2 continents can be found looking at the security risk which 
is among the top 5 risks for Asia (41.5 percent) and about 19 percent higher than 
that for Africa (23 percent). An explanation of this variance can be found looking at 
Afghanistan specifically which accounts for about 27 percent of the negative sus-
tainability projects (22 out of 82 projects received “Unlikely” (12) and “Highly Un-
likely” (10) sustainability ratings). Due to the fact that the country has been plagued 
by conflicts, wars and political instability for many years, almost all of the 22 projects 
outline that security within the country might potentially affect the project develop-
ment outcome and thus increase the security risk for Asia when comparing conti-
nents at large. 
In summary, the 4 highest-ranked risks in Asia are shared differently in Africa (im-
plementation capacity/institutional risks, project risks, governmental risks, and se-
curity risks). The 2 types of risk in Africa shown to be (slightly) higher in percentage 
than that in Asia are macroeconomic and fiduciary. 
To conclude those findings, it again needs to be mentioned that the total negative 
sustainability projects in Asia are in average more often affected by any risk type or 
by a combination of multiple risk types. In general, this indicates that projects in Asia 
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run worse in term of sustainability, or vice-versa, projects in Africa have a better 
adoption of development aid in term of making project outcomes more sustainable. 
In order to account for the high number of various sector codes and to consolidate 
findings, the sector codes were grouped by similarity to different project type cate-
gories. The following table provides a continental comparison of the %-share per 
project type category:264 
  
 
Table 95: Project Type Comparison in Asia and Africa 
 
Even though no research on the total WB costs of the negative sustainability pro-
jects was conducted the differences of the project type categories are generally 
larger as the ones found for the continental NPV projects (refer to chapter 4.3.2 
Result NPV Continent Comparison, table 24: Continental Project Type Category 
Comparison excluding “high-value” NPVs). The largest variance in sector codes be-
tween the 2 continents can be found in the ‘Health’ project type category with roughly 
                                              
264 Author’s Note: Appendix CZ provides an overview on the detailed sector codes mapping per cat-
egory based on the %-share on a continental comparison. 
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10 percent more in Africa. In total, the health-related sector codes grouped under 
the ‘Health’ project type category affect 54 African projects compared to 7 Asian 
projects. Additionally, 2 further but respectively minor differences can be found in 
the ‘Water and Sanitation’ and the ‘Agriculture’ groupings: A variance of about 6.5 
percent more for the ‘Water and Sanitation’ as well as the ‘Sectorial Development 
and Reforming’ project type category in Asia. All other categories show differences 
with percentages of lower than 5 percent and therefore have not been explored any 
further. 
In order to further explain continental differences and to determine if any of the 
above mentioned project type categories account for an extremity in specific risk 
types, separate code reviews per project type category –using only project type cat-
egory relevant projects– were conducted. Appendix DA provides a comparison anal-
ysis of risk types and their corresponding percentage of distribution over all African 
negative sustainability projects and specific African health-related projects. Fiduci-
ary risks affected roughly about 75 percent of all health related projects in Africa – 
which is 15 percent more than compared to all negative sustainability projects in 
Africa. Besides this, no noteworthy results were found. Controlling vice versa –look-
ing at Asian health-related category projects– only provided “insignificant” differ-
ences (lower than 5 percent) when compared to the entirety of negative sustainabil-
ity projects in Asia. Furthermore, analyses of the ‘Water and Sanitation’, ‘Sectorial 
Development and Reforming’, ‘Agriculture’ and ‘Education’ project type categories 
resulted as well in insignificant differences (lower than 5 percent) for any risk type 
in either continent. Therefore, it must be summarized that even though some sector 
codes varied between the 2 continents, the research on varying sector codes in 
respect to their defined project types did not provide any further insights to the dif-
ferences of continental risk types in general. The potential reasoning for this might 
be lying in the reference to the amount of the WB financing which is comparably low 
to the overall project funding.  
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6.1.3 Excursus: Positive NPV Projects 
In this chapter, negative sustainability projects of the LDCs that outline a positive 
NPV are analyzed. The goal is to find out if there are specific types of risks which 
cause a negative sustainability for projects with a positive NPV at project closure. 
Therefore, each of the 263 negative sustainability reports was searched for positive 
project NPV values at project completions.265 The following table provides an over-
view of the negative sustainability projects within the LDCs, categorized per conti-
nent and by category rating type: 
 
 
Table 96: Negative Sustainability Counts of Positive NPV Projects 
 
On a LDC level, about 15 percent of the negative sustainability ICR documents (39 
out of 263) expose a positive NPV. The highest share (34 projects) can be found in 
the “Unlikely” sustainability rating. Interestingly, the share as well as the absolute 
number of the negative sustainability ratings of the positive NPV projects in Asia (40 
percent (20 out of 50 projects)) is higher than that in Africa (18 percent (19 out of 
104 projects)) although Africa counts more than double of the negative sustainability 
                                              
265 Author’s Note: In the first step, it was not distinguished if the outlined NPV relates to a single or 
multiple main components of the project only (“partial” NPV) or to the project as a whole (“overall” 
NPV). 
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projects (174 projects compared to that of Asia with 82 negative  sustainability pro-
jects in total) as well as double of positive NPV projects (104 compared to that 50 
positive NPV projects in Asia; refer to chapter 4.3.2 Result NPV Continent Compar-
ison, table 19: Result NPV Counts of Africa and Asia). This outcome basically un-
derlines the results of the previous chapter: Asian projects are generally more af-
fected by any risk type negatively influencing the future maintenance of project out-
comes than African projects, whereat this effect appears to be even stronger for 
positive NPV projects.  
The following table compares the overall outcome amongst the LDCs’ projects with 
the evaluated risk types in relationship to the percentage of negative         sustaina-
bility projects containing a positive NPV: 
 
 
Table 97: Results of Negative Sustainability Projects with a Positive NPV 
 
The largest variance relates to corruption and shows that negative sustainability 
projects with a positive NPV are 19 percent less affected than the total of negative 
sustainability projects and thus only show a negligible effect of 2.6 percent in total. 
 202 
 
Furthermore, negative sustainability projects with a positive NPV are approx. 15 
percent less affected by governmental risks. On the other hand negative sustaina-
bility projects with a positive NPV seem to be more affected by infrastructure risks 
at 20.5 percent compared to 8.7 percent of the total of negative sustainability pro-
jects. Aside from this, there are 2 more noteworthy variances with less than 10 per-
cent difference: On the one hand negative sustainability projects with a positive NPV 
are 9.5 percent less affected by macroeconomic risks but roughly 7 percent more 
affected by fiduciary risks than the total of negative sustainability projects. 
6.1.4  Summary and Conclusion  
Fiduciary was the primary risk relating to 54.8 percent of the negative sustainability 
projects, representing roughly 20 percent of all WB projects researched in the con-
text of the LDCs. These were followed by the implementation capacity risks, and 
thereafter, by project specific risks. Corruption was the single type of risk which af-
fected the least number of projects, followed by infrastructure and political risks.  
Comparing the risk types of the Asian and the African continents showed various 
differences. In general, Asian projects were more often affected by any type of risk. 
When directly compared, the main 2 differences between the continents were found 
in the governmental and security risk types. For both risk types, negative sustaina-
bility projects in Asia showed 15 or more %-points. An explanation for the govern-
mental differences could be the higher occurrence of other risks causing govern-
ments to be overwhelmed and therefore ineffective. The differences in the security 
risk type found in Afghanistan are due to the fact that the country has been in a war 
situation for several years.  
When controlling for project types the major variance was found in the health-related 
project types. In this context, fiduciary risks showed to be the only noticeable differ-
ence affecting 75 percent of the negative sustainability health-related projects in 
Africa, whereat no noteworthy detection for Asia was found. Furthermore, it was 
concluded that – based on the research conducted – no other significant relationship 
was found amongst the minor differences within the continental project types and 
their associated risk types. 
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The excursus on the negative sustainability projects outlining a positive NPV 
showed that those projects are in principle not affected by corruption which was 19 
percent lower comparing to that of the total of negative sustainability projects (refer 
to chapter 6.1.3 Excursus: Positive NPV Projects). Furthermore, negative sustaina-
bility projects with a positive NPV were also approx. 15 percent less affected by 
governmental risks, whereat on the other hand they seemed to be more affected by 
infrastructure risks at 20.5 percent comparing to 8.7 percent of the total of negative 
sustainability projects. 
To ensure a higher sustainability after project completion and to cope for the discov-
ered risks and their respective underlying factors various recommendations need to 
be considered. With fiduciary being the major risk affecting sustainability, this paper 
is in line with the generally stated need that far more aid assistance from rich coun-
tries as well as debt forgiveness and better trade terms are needed. Looking at im-
plementation capacity as the second major risk to sustainability, donor countries and 
their respective development aid institutions need to ensure access to new and ap-
propriate technologies to the LDCs. There is as well a need to provide more guid-
ance, support and training to the respective implementation agencies and the staff 
on the ground. In regards to governmental risks the UN needs to get a better under-
standing of how to provide a more adequate assistance to support the governmental 
processes and tasks, such as the establishment of regulatory rules and laws, project 
prioritization, money distribution, and community support. With respect to security 
risks it is difficult to make a judgment. As outlined earlier, war and conflicts are ac-
tually “burning” money, since governmental priorities for allocating donor aid change 
dramatically. Especially in such conflict-environments, help and support of external 
sources is more than ever required to stabilize the situation within the country. 
Therefore, the WB might need to establish a framework which allows prioritizing, 
transferring and handling development aid better within the context of war- and con-
flict-affected countries. A start could be the re-evaluation of the country’s PRS to-
gether with the government itself. 
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6.2 Bank Performance 
The following chapters look at the outcome of the bank performance ratings of the 
LDCs. First, the negative, neutral and positive sustainability ratings are assessed. 
Thereafter, the outcome of the content analysis conducted for the negative bank 
performance projects is presented. For this purpose, results of the LDCs, the ones 
for Haiti followed by the outcome comparison of the African and Asian continent, are 
examined. The chapter closes with a short summary and its findings. 
6.2.1 Quantitative Assessment of Bank Performance Ratings 
Similar to what is needed for sustainability assessment, the numbers of positive and 
negative ratings within the ICR documents had to be researched individually. Table 
98 provides an overview of the positive and negative bank performance ratings for 
the LDCs per continent: 
 
 
Table 98: Quantitative Assessment of Positive and Negative Bank Performance Rat-
ings266 
 
On a global level, 652 out of 790 (83 percent) projects show a positive bank perfor-
mance rating. Africa discloses nearly 3 times as many positive bank performance 
ratings (477) than Asia (168) which corresponds to the share of the continental ICR 
report counts (574 African vs. 206 Asian projects). Thus, both continents disclose 
                                              
266 Author’s Note: The mismatch between the total number of ratings per category and the total num-
ber of ICR documents (790) is due to missing bank performance ratings in some documents. 
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roughly about 80 percent positive compared to 20 percent negative bank perfor-
mance ratings. Haiti –being handled separately again– discloses 7 positive out of a 
total of 10 project ratings.  
In summary it can be concluded that the researched WB projects are generally well 
supported in terms of quality at entry and quality of supervision by WB.  
Table 99 provides an overview of the negative bank performance ratings per conti-
nent as well as per category: 
 
 
Table 99: Quantitative Assessment of Negative Bank Performance Ratings267 
 
When broken down by percentages, the “Unsatisfactory” bank performance rating 
makes up about 53 percent of the total negative bank performance ratings. In Africa 
53 percent (50 out of 94) of the projects disclose an “Unsatisfactory” rating, whereat 
the percentage declines slightly to 51 percent (19 out of 37) in Asia. Out of the 3 
negative bank performance ratings in Haiti, 2 projects disclose “Unsatisfactory” rat-
ings. None of the 134 negative bank performance ratings is categorized as “Highly 
Unsatisfactory”. 
                                              
267 Author’s Note: The numbers mentioned in the lower right corner for each category represent the 
number of quotations used. 
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6.2.2 Outcome of the Content Analysis  
In order to evaluate the reasons behind negative bank performance ratings classical 
content analyses using ATLAS.ti were conducted. After discussing the types of rea-
son results of the content analyses for the LDCs as well as that per continent are 
presented. 
6.2.2.1      Types of Reasons 
In order to assess the types of reasons for negative bank performance ratings within 
the LDCs as a whole, each relevant ICR report was researched using the qualitative 
toolset of content analysis. The following table provides an overview of the existing 
types of reasons which have been identified across all LDCs: 
 
 
Table 100: Identified Reasons for a Negative Bank Performance 
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Aspects of bank competence that negatively affect the performance rating can gen-
erally be grouped into weak or slow decision processes, poor management, coordi-
nation, administration and evaluation of the tasks and actions and lack of quality of 
communication. As a second main category the project implementation framework 
has been identified. Within the implementation framework there are numerous sub-
categories, such as the provided data quality, the government, its institutions and 
policy, schedule and timing of project and its deliverables, project design, environ-
ment and macroeconomic, and general or other issues which cannot be grouped 
under one of the already mentioned categories (e.g. systems, processes and tech-
nology). The last sub-category is purely referring to issues during the restructuring 
of the project, whereat this group only applies to the supervision dimension. The 
third main category is referred to as the monitoring and controlling of the project. 
The sub- categories are general aspects, issues with the reporting, KPIs and PDOs 
as well as project relevant risks and issues which might have been missed. Last but 
not least the fourth and the fifth main groups are project resources and capacity 
issues and problems with project budget and financing. 
6.2.2.2      Overall Results 
As already mentioned in the previous chapter the overall results for the LDCs look 
quite promising with only 17 percent negative bank performance ratings. Out of 
those 134 projects, 63 projects disclose a “Moderately Unsatisfactory” rating and 71 
have a “Unsatisfactory” rating for bank performance (refer to chapter 6.2.1 Quanti-
tative Assessment of Bank Performance Ratings, table 99: Quantitative Assessment 
of Negative Bank Performance Ratings). The table highlights the major reasons for 
negative bank performance ratings within the LDCs compared against the total num-
ber of 790 projects researched within this paper. For this comparison both available 
performance ratings (“Moderately Unsatisfactory” and “Unsatisfactory”) and the 2 
dimensions for the bank performance rating (quality at entry and quality of supervi-
sion) have been comprehensively assessed:268 
                                              
268 Author’s Note: See Appendices DB and DC for reasons for negative bank performances across 
the LDCs separated by the landing and the supervision dimension. 
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Table 101: Top Reasons for a Negative Bank Performance Rating across LDCs269 
 
The “% of Projects” column represents percentages of projects, out of total of 134 
with a negative bank performance, with respectively identified reasons, whereat the 
“% of total projects” shows the share in regards to the total of 790 projects. The 
major reasons which affect 96 percent of all negative bank performance projects lie 
within the implementation framework. Main drivers are issues such as project de-
sign, systems, processes and technologies and the scheduling changes of project 
components. Reasons under implementation framework category affect 16.2 per-
cent of all 790 ICR reports. Another major category affecting about 87 percent of 
negative bank performance projects is monitoring and controlling. Specif ically, lack 
of clear definition and unavailability of KPIs as well as overambitious PDOs make it 
difficult to have an effective monitoring and controlling process. Bank’s competence 
in managing, coordinating and evaluating bank activities re-presents a major driver 
affecting about 84 percent of all negative bank performance ratings. Last but not 
                                              
269 Author’s Note: Appendices DD and DE provide an overview of the reasons of negative bank per-
formances across the LDCs for the “Moderately Unsatisfactory” and the “Unsatisfactory” rating cate-
gories. 
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least 68 percent of the negative bank performance projects are affected by resource 
and capacity constraints, e.g. unskilled workers and missing knowledge. 
6.2.2.3      Results in Haiti 
Out of the 10 ICR reports for Haiti only 3 disclose a negative bank performance 
rating.270 The following table highlights the top reasons for both available bank per-
formance rating categories and dimensions in Haiti by comparing the percentages 
of negative projects per reason category to all negative bank performance projects 
(“% of Projects”) and in relation to all (10) projects (“% of total Projects”) within the 
country: 
 
 
Table 102: Top Reasons for a Negative Bank Performance Rating in Haiti271 
 
                                              
270 Cf. Chapter 6.2.1 Quantitative Assessment of Bank Performance Ratings, table 99: Quantitative 
Assessment of Negative Bank Performance Ratings. 
271 Author’s Note: Appendices DF, DG, DH and DI provide an overview of the reasons for negative 
bank performances in Haiti separated by the entry and the supervision dimension and for each of 
the 2 rating categories (“Moderately Unsatisfactory” and “Unsatisfactory”).  
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As highlighted in the above table all of the 3 negative bank performance projects 
outline issues based on the bank competence, the implementation framework (spe-
cifically challenges with the government and issues related to project design) and 
with the monitoring and controlling process. 
6.2.2.4      Continent Comparison 
In this chapter the outcome of the content analyses of Africa and Asia is presented 
and compared against each other.272 
About 16 percent of all African projects receive a negative outcome for the bank 
performance rating. Out of the 94 projects, 44 projects have a “Moderately Unsatis-
factory” and 50 receive an “Unsatisfactory” rating for bank performance rating.273 The 
following table provides an overview of the major reasons for a negative bank per-
formance within Africa compared against the total number of projects researched 
within the continent (refer to column “% of total Projects”), whereat the percentages 
are based on both available bank performance rating categories (“Moderately Un-
satisfactory” and “Unsatisfactory”) and dimensions (quality at entry and quality of 
supervision): 
 
                                              
272 Author’s Note: Due to fact that Haiti is the only LDC in LA, LA will not be part of the continental 
comparison. 
273 Cf. Chapter 6.2.1 Quantitative Assessment of Bank Performance Ratings, table 99: Quantitative 
Assessment of Negative Bank Performance Ratings. 
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Table 103: Top Reasons for a Negative Bank Performance Rating in Africa274 
 
As highlighted in the table above the implementation framework affects 94.7 percent 
of all negative bank performance projects in Africa. Looking at the total of 574 Afri-
can projects researched in this paper, about every sixth project faces implementa-
tion framework category issues, most noticeably general issues with the related 
technology and processes, followed by governmental and institutional challenges 
and issues with the project design. The monitoring and controlling category ac-
counts for 88.3 percent followed by the bank competence category affecting 84 per-
cent of the negative bank performance projects in Africa. 
In Asia, roughly 18 percent of the projects receive a negative bank performance 
rating (37 out of 206 projects), whereat both rating categories are equally present 
with 18 ratings for the “Moderately Unsatisfactory” and 19 for the “Unsatisfactory” 
category.275 The following table presents the major reasons for the negative bank 
                                              
274 Author’s Note: Appendices DJ, DK, DL and DM provide an overview of the reasons for negative 
bank performances in Africa separated by the entry and the supervision dimension and for each of 
the 2 available rating categories (“Moderately Unsatisfactory” and “Unsatisfactory”).  
275 Cf. Chapter 6.2.1 Quantitative Assessment of Bank Performance Ratings, table 99: Quantitative 
Assessment of Negative Bank Performance Ratings. 
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performance ratings of projects within Asia (37 to count) and shows 2 types of per-
centage calculations driven by different comparison basis, namely counts of projects 
with negative bank performance ratings (“% of Projects”) and total number of ICR 
reports in Asia (“% of total Projects”): 
 
 
Table 104: Top Reasons for a Negative Bank Performance Rating in Asia276 
 
Interestingly, the 3 leading rating categories in Asia (implementation framework at 
97.3 percent, monitoring and controlling and bank competence both at 83.8 percent) 
are the same ones seen in Africa with only minor differences. Project design issues 
in the implementation framework category affect 62.1 percent of the projects with 
negative bank performance rating, whereat the resources and capacity category 
78.4 percent. 
 
 
                                              
276 Author’s Note: Appendices DN, DO, DP and DQ provide an overview of the reasons for negative 
bank performances in Asia separated by the entry and the supervision dimension and for each of the 
2 available rating categories (“Moderately Unsatisfactory” and “Unsatisfactory”).  
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In order to compare the reasons for the negative bank performance ratings in Africa 
and Asia, the most relevant results differing the 2 continents are summarized in the 
following table:277 
 
 
Table 105: Direct Comparison of African and Asian Bank Performance 
 
The direct comparison of the continents reflects some major points of interest. First 
of all, the 3 major reason categories in both continents (implementation framework, 
monitoring and controlling and bank competence) show similar percentages, 
whereat differences still lie in the sub-categories. For instance, project design issues 
(implementation framework category) affect about 16 percent fewer of the negative 
bank performance projects in Africa than in Asia. On the other hand, general issues 
with technologies and processes affect more than 10 percent more African than 
Asian negative bank performance projects. In the monitoring and controlling cate-
gory, risks and issues affect about 10 percent fewer negative bank performance 
projects in Africa than in Asia, whereat the picture is reversed for the KPIs with 47.9 
percent in Africa and 37.8 percent in Asia. Also worth noticing is that resources and 
capacity category affects 63.8 percent of the negative bank performance projects in 
Africa, about 15 percent lower than the 78.4 percent in Asia. Furthermore, budget 
and financing category –although accounting for 40.4 percent in Africa– does not 
have major influence on negative bank performance projects in either of the conti-
                                              
277 Author’s Note: Sector codes with respect to project types have not been researched for this com-
parison, since the WB financing of the negative bank performance projects is less than 50 percent in 
both continents. 
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nents. The main categories are easy to identify when looking at the “% of total Pro-
jects” column, although they show only minimal continental differences. One excep-
tion is the budget and financing category which affects only 4.9 percent of all 206 
Asian projects and 6.6 percent of the 574 African projects. In summary, Asian pro-
jects are on average more affected by any of the major categories than the African 
projects (same as for the sustainability risk categories; refer to chapter 6.1.2.4 Con-
tinent Comparison, table 94: Direct Risk Comparison of Asia and Africa). 
6.2.3 Summary and Conclusion  
Across the LDCs the implementation framework category was the major category 
affecting 96 percent of all negative bank performance projects. Specifically, issues 
with unrealistic project designs and poor support of institutions and the government 
were causing negative bank performance ratings, followed by the monitoring and 
controlling category at 87.3 percent and the bank competence category at 84.3 per-
cent.  
The outcome in terms of category relevance was also shared by Haiti and the Afri-
can and Asian continents. Continental comparison between Asia and Africa showed 
similarities for the main categories but with differences in the sub-categories. Be-
sides higher percentages for general sub-categories of the implementation frame-
work and the monitoring and controlling category as well as for the KPIs sub-cate-
gory and the budget and financing category in Africa, challenges according to the 
risks and issues and the project design sub-categories as well as the resources and 
capacity category were affecting more projects in Asia. Furthermore, it had been 
found that Asian projects were on average more often affected by any main category 
than the African projects –except for the budget and financing category. 
Since both continents disclosed a high percent for the management, coordination, 
administration and evaluation sub-category respectively the bank competence cat-
egory (84 percent in Africa and 83.8 percent in Asia), the need for the WB to take a 
closer look at its own project management team in order improve performance 
should be highlighted. Additionally, ensuring a more realistic project design through 
proper consideration for the framework of resources, support of government and its 
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institutions, planned project deliverables and timeframes is a step into the right di-
rection. Furthermore, defining KPIs and PDOs more properly considering input fac-
tors such as resources and capacity and the project environment based on a corpo-
rate approach between the WB and the borrower could further improve the bank 
performance. 
6.3 Borrower Performance 
The following chapters take a detailed look at the outcome of the borrower perfor-
mance ratings of the LDCs. The first chapter examines the quantity of positive and 
negative borrower performance ratings. Thereafter, the results of the content anal-
ysis conducted for the negative borrower performance projects are presented. For 
this purpose, the outcomes of the LDCs, the ones for Haiti followed by the outcome 
comparison of the African and Asian continents, are examined. The chapter closes 
with a short summary and its findings. 
6.3.1 Quantitative Assessment of Borrower Performance Ratings 
Similar to the assessment performed for sustainability and banking performance rat-
ings, borrower performance assessment required a quantitative analysis of the pos-
itive and negative ratings across all ICR documents. Table 106 provides an overview 
of the positive and negative borrower performance ratings for the LDCs per conti-
nent: 
 
 
 
 
 216 
 
Table 106: Quantitative Assessment of Positive and Negative Borrower Perfor-
mance Ratings278 
 
On a global level, 616 out of 790 (78 percent) projects show a positive and 167 (21 
percent) a negative borrower performance rating. Africa discloses nearly 3 times as 
many positive borrower performance ratings (451) than Asia (120), whereat both 
continents have much higher positive rating percentages (approx. 80 percent) than 
negative ones. Haiti –being handled separately again– discloses equal numbers of 
positive and negative ratings.  
In summary it can be concluded that the researched WB projects are generally well 
supported by the fund receiving countries –specifically by their governments and the 
implementation agencies.  
Table 107 provides an overview of the negative borrower performance ratings per 
continent and per category: 
 
 
Table 107: Quantitative Assessment of Negative Borrower Performance Ratings279 
 
                                              
278 Author’s Note: The mismatch in the sum of the total number per category in comparison to the 
total number of ICR documents (790) is due to missing borrower performance ratings in some doc-
uments. 
279 Author’s Note: The numbers mentioned in the lower right corner for each category represent the 
number of quotations used. 
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When broken down by percentages, the “Unsatisfactory” borrower performance rat-
ing makes up about 56 percent of the total negative borrower performance ratings 
of the LDCs. In Africa 63 percent (75 out of 120) of the projects disclose an “Unsat-
isfactory” rating, whereat the percentage drastically declines to 36 percent (15 out 
of 42) for the Asian continent. In Haiti, out of 5 negative borrower performances, 3 
are rated “Unsatisfactory”. In total there are only 2 “Highly Unsatisfactory” ratings –
1 in Africa and 1 in Haiti. 
6.3.2 Outcome of the Content Analysis  
In order to evaluate the reasons behind negative borrower performance ratings clas-
sical content analyses using ATLAS.ti were conducted. After discussing the types 
of reasons, results of the content analyses for the LDCs as well as that per continent 
are presented. 
 
 
 
6.3.2.1      Types of Reasons 
As for the sustainability and the bank performance ratings each relevant ICR report 
was researched for negative borrower performance reasons using the qualitative 
toolset of content analysis. The following table provides an overview of the existing 
types of reason which have been identified across all LDCs: 
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Table 108: Identified Reasons for a Negative Borrower Performance 
 
Overall, reasons in the borrower competence category can be grouped into several 
sub-categories, such as missing commitment, weak or slow decision processes, 
“management” of things280 as well as leadership, coordination and administration of 
the resources and tasks, quality of communication and borrower co-operation. The 
second main group concerns with the implementation framework, similar to what 
was already presented for the bank performance. Differences are: Bank perfor-
mance sub-category government, institutions and policy can be split into institutional 
setup and policy; 1 additional sub-category –namely corruption– was added while 
the restructuring sub-category was removed. Monitoring and controlling of the pro-
ject was identified as the third main group, with general aspects, reporting of the 
project and PDOs as its sub-categories. Last but not least the fourth and fifth main 
                                              
280 Author’s Note: The “management” of things sub-category contains all quotations where “manage-
ment” as a noun has been used. 
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groups were defined to focus on challenges around project resources and capacity 
as well as project budget and financing. 
6.3.2.2      Overall Results 
This chapter focuses on the results of the negative borrower performance ratings of 
the LDCs which make up approx. 17 percent of the total of 790 ICR reports. Out of 
the 167 projects with negative borrower performance ratings, 72 disclose a “Moder-
ately Unsatisfactory” and 93 an “Unsatisfactory” rating (refer to chapter 6.3.1 Quan-
titative Assessment of Borrower Performance Ratings, table 107: Quantitative As-
sessment of Negative Borrower Performance Ratings). The following table high-
lights the major reasons for negative borrower performance ratings within the LDCs 
(“% of Projects” column) compared against the total number of 790 projects (“% of 
total Projects” column). For this comparison both available performance ratings 
(“Moderately Unsatisfactory”, “Unsatisfactory” and “Highly Unsatisfactory”) and the 
2 dimensions for the borrower performance rating (government and implementation 
agency) were comprehensively assessed:281 
 
                                              
281 Author’s Note: See Appendices DR and DS for reasons for negative bank performances across 
the LDCs separated by the government and implementation agency dimension. 
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Table 109: Top Reasons for a Negative Borrower Performance Rating across 
LDCs282 
 
Different than for the bank performance the major reasons behind negative borrower 
performance ratings are not lying within the implementation framework category. 
Instead it is the borrower competence category which affects 91.6 percent of the 
total of 167 negative borrower performance projects. For the whole data set of 790 
ICR reports, roughly 20 percent (every fifth project) suffer from weak borrower com-
petence. The main drivers within this category are leadership, coordination and ad-
ministration, commitment of the government and its institutions as well as the “man-
agement” of things. The resources and capacity category affects 51.5 percent of the 
negative borrower performance projects. Causes collected under the implementa-
tion framework category, e.g. challenges or issues affecting project systems and 
processes or schedule interference by macroeconomic circumstance, affect 50.9 
percent of all negative borrower performance projects and about 11 percent of all 
                                              
282 Author’s Note: Appendices DT, DU and DV provide an overview of the reasons of negative bank 
performances across the LDCs for the “Moderately Unsatisfactory”, “Unsatisfactory” and “Highly Un-
satisfactory” rating categories. 
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790 ICR reports researched within this paper. Interestingly, corruption sub-category, 
affecting the least number of projects (1.2 percent), is not a relevant reason for neg-
ative borrower performance ratings. Finally, categories monitoring and controlling 
as well as budget and financing have a noticeable influence on borrower perfor-
mance, namely 37.7 and 22.8 percent respective. 
6.3.2.3      Results in Haiti 
Out of the 10 Haiti ICR reports 5 disclose a negative borrower performance rating.283 
The following table highlights the top reasons for both the 3 available borrower per-
formance rating categories and their 2 dimensions in Haiti by comparing the per-
centages of negative projects per reason category to all negative borrower perfor-
mance projects (“% of Projects”) and in relation to all (10) projects (“% of total Pro-
jects”) within the country: 
 
 
Table 110: Top Reasons for a Negative Borrower Performance Rating in Haiti284 
                                              
283 Cf. Chapter 6.3.1 Quantitative Assessment of Borrower Performance Ratings, table 107: Quanti-
tative Assessment of Negative Borrower Performance Ratings. 
284 Author’s Note: Appendices DW till EA provide an overview of the reasons for negative bank per-
formances in Haiti separated by the landing and the supervision dimension and for each of the 3 
rating categories (“Moderately Unsatisfactory”, “Unsatisfactory” and “Highly Unsatisfactory”). 
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As highlighted in the above table reasons in borrower competence and implemen-
tation framework categories account for 80 percent (or 4 out of 5 negative borrower 
performance projects) of the negative borrower performance ratings in Haiti. The 
remaining 3 categories affect only 1 project. 
6.3.2.4      Continent Comparison 
In this chapter the outcome of the content analyses of Africa and Asia are presented 
and compared to one another.285 
About 21 percent of all African projects received a negative outcome for the bor-
rower performance rating. Out of the 120 projects, 44 projects have a “Moderately 
Unsatisfactory” and 75 received an “Unsatisfactory” rating for borrower perfor-
mance. Furthermore, 1 project received a “Highly Unsatisfactory” rating.286 The fol-
lowing table provides an overview of the major reasons for a negative borrower per-
formance within Africa compared against the total number of projects researched 
within the continent, whereat the percentages are based on all 3 avail-able borrower 
performance rating categories (“Moderately Unsatisfactory”, “Unsatisfactory” and 
“Highly Unsatisfactory”) and dimensions (government and implementation agency): 
 
                                              
285 Author’s Note: Due to fact that Haiti is the only LDC in LA, it will not be part of the continental 
comparison. 
286 Cf. Chapter 6.3.1 Quantitative Assessment of Borrower Performance Ratings, table 107: Quanti-
tative Assessment of Negative Borrower Performance Ratings. 
 223 
 
 
Table 111: Top Reasons for a Negative Borrower Performance Rating in Africa287 
 
As highlighted in the table above borrower competence affects 92.5 percent of all 
negative borrower performance projects in Africa, a share of roughly 20 percent of 
all 574 African projects. Within this category, leadership, coordination and admin-
istration subcategory is the driving force at 75 percent, followed by “management” 
of things at 47.5 percent and commitment at 46.7 percent. The resources and ca-
pacity category discloses the second highest share at 50.8 percent. Implementation 
framework, at 46.7 percent, ranks third driven mainly by project schedule and timing 
issues as well as technology and process challenges. The monitoring and control-
ling category accounts for 39.2 percent, whereat 29.2 percent of the negative bor-
rower performance projects in Africa are affected by budget and financing issues. 
In Asia, roughly 20 percent of the projects received a negative outcome for the bor-
rower performance rating, whereat the “Moderately Unsatisfactory” rating category 
                                              
287 Author’s Note: Appendices EB till EG provide an overview of the reasons for negative bank per-
formances in Africa separated by the landing and the supervision dimension and for each of the 3 
available rating categories (“Moderately Unsatisfactory”, “Unsatisfactory” and “Highly Unsatisfac-
tory”). 
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acclaims 27 projects and the “Unsatisfactory” category 15 projects.288 The following 
table presents the major reasons for the negative borrower performance ratings 
within Asia (42 to count) and shows 2 types of percentage calculations driven by 
different comparison basis, namely counts of projects with negative bank perfor-
mance ratings (“% of Projects”) and total number of ICR reports in Asia (“% of total 
Projects”): 
 
 
Table 112: Top Reasons for a Negative Borrower Performance Rating in Asia289 
 
In Asia, the leading 3 rating categories (borrower competence at 90.5 percent, im-
plementation framework at 61.9 percent and resources and capacity at 54.8 per-
cent) are the same as the ones in Africa, except the ranking ordering of the second 
                                              
288 Cf. Chapter 6.3.1 Quantitative Assessment of Borrower Performance Ratings, table 107: Quanti-
tative Assessment of Negative Borrower Performance Ratings. 
289 Author’s Note: Appendices EH, EI, EJ and EK provide an overview of the reasons for negative 
bank performances in Asia separated by the landing and the supervision dimension and for each of 
the 3 available rating categories (“Moderately Unsatisfactory”, “Unsatisfactory” and “Highly Unsatis-
factory”). 
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and third categories. The borrower competence is again driven by leadership, coor-
dination and administration sub-category at 76.2 percent, followed by commitment 
at 52.4 percent. Within the implementation framework category the environment and 
macroeconomic as well as the general and other sub-categories both at 26.2 per-
cent are the main drivers. The resources and capacity category affects 54.8 percent 
of the projects rated negatively for borrower performance, whereat the budget and 
financing category is only at 4.8 percent in the Asian continent. 
In order to compare the reasons for the negative borrower performance ratings be-
tween Africa and Asia, the most relevant results differing between the 2 continents 
are summarized in the following table:290 
 
 
Table 113: Direct Comparison of African and Asian Borrower Performance 
 
The direct comparison of the continents shows various differences in multiple cate-
gories. Except for 2 categories –namely the implementation framework and the 
budget and financing– the overall percentages are more or less equal. Still, looking 
at that the borrower competence sub-categories, a minor difference of 7 percent for 
the “management” of things and a larger one of about 10 percent for the communi-
cation framework can be recognized. Additionally, the decision making process 
which affects 16.7 percent of the African projects does not have any influence for 
Asian projects. In regards to the implementation framework there are 2 noteworthy 
                                              
290 Author’s Note: Sector codes respectively project types have not been researched for this compar-
ison, since WB financing of the negative bank performance projects is less than 50 percent for both 
continents. 
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continental variances with percentage difference greater than 5 but smaller than 10 
percent –namely the general and the policy sub-category. The environment and 
macroeconomic sub-category differs about 20 percent at 8.3 percent in Africa and 
26.2 percent in Asia. Yet, the budget and financing category shows the largest dif-
ference with 29.2 percent affected projects in Africa and 4.8 percent in Asia. 
6.3.3 Summary and Conclusion  
Looking at the LDCs as a whole the borrower performance suffered primarily from 
reasons in the borrower competence category. Overall, out of the total of 167 neg-
ative borrower performance projects 91.6 percent were affected by reasons belong-
ing to this category. More specifically, leadership, coordination and administration 
by the government and its implementation agencies were the leading causes within 
the borrower competence affecting 74.3 percent of the projects. Furthermore, the 
resources and capacity and the implementation framework categories affected 
about 50 percent of all negative borrower performance projects.  
In Haiti, 4 out of 5 negative borrower performance projects were affected by lower 
borrower competence and the negative causes within the implementation frame-
work.  
The comparison of the African and Asian continents showed that the borrower com-
petence category captured the major reasons behind negative borrower perfor-
mance ratings in both Africa (92.5 percent) and Asia (90.5 percent). Slight differ-
ences were found within the implementation framework which was at 46.7 percent 
in Africa and 61.9 percent in Asia. However, the largest difference was found within 
the budget and financing category. Here the difference was tremendous, since 
roughly one-third (29.2 percent) of all negative borrower performance projects in 
Africa were affected by such causes, whereat only 4.8 percent of the Asian projects 
outlined budget or financing constraints. 
In order to ensure a decrease in negative borrower performance ratings similar rec-
ommendations as for the bank performance can be given. First of all, the borrower 
consisting of the government, its institutions and implementation agencies needs to 
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be better supported by professional and educated WB staff in order to improve bor-
rower competence. Specifically the leadership and management on the borrower’s 
side need to be guided and supervised to ensure a better understanding throughout 
the implementation process and to increase borrower commitment. Considering the 
resources and capacity challenges more time and effort need to be invested for the 
up-skilling and training of planned project resources. Another aspect is to ensure a 
more accurate and cooperated monitoring and controlling process, by defining more 
realistic PDOs and workable approaches for a reliable project reporting. Further-
more, the implementation framework, its (planned) systems, order and delivery pro-
cesses, potential technologies as well as the country’s political environment and 
macroeconomic situation should be evaluated more precisely –preferably before 
any arrangements are made. 
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7 Overall Summary and Conclusion 
This doctoral thesis focused on the evaluation of the WB performance in delivering 
development aid to the LDCs. Even though a positive outcome is already evidenced 
by the minimum SROI ratio, the research analyses and findings support the general 
demand to provide even more development assistance to LDCs in order to over-
come remaining hurdles. 
In the first chapter the challenges of today’s global poverty were outlined and a basic 
understanding of the MDGs provided. The second chapter discussed the research 
approach, the paper’s objective as well as the structure. Additionally, the definition 
of the LDCs was given, the WB and its institutions presented and the fundamentals 
of the researched data set explained. The study and research questions concluded 
the second chapter. The third chapter brought insights into the theoretical foundation 
of the economic and financial analysis, where the SROI and the CBA were defined 
and the identified NPVCRs illustrated. Furthermore, additional economic and finan-
cial indicators of the ICR reports were also briefly discussed. 
In the fourth chapter the results of the economic and financial analysis were pre-
sented. The outcome of the appraisal NPV values were presented with positive re-
sults of 17,667 to 20,067 Mio USD (with total project costs of 13,981 Mio USD) for 
the 91 NPVs at the appraisal stage and 4,678 to 4,713 Mio USD (8,021 Mio USD of 
total project costs) for the remainder of 88 projects excluding the 3 “high-value” 
NPVs (NPVs greater 1,000 Mio USD). The continental comparison of Africa and 
Asia based on the exclusion of “high-value” NPVs disclosed a higher NPV/capital 
cost ratio for the Asian continent. 
The same analyses for the 168 result NPVs of the LDCs showed NPV values of 
42,059 to 50, 779 Mio USD (33,506 Mio USD of total project costs) and 6,188 to 
7,799 Mio USD (20,280 Mio USD of total project costs) with 7 “high-value” NPV 
projects being excluded. Similarly, the continental comparison excluding “high-
value” NPVs depicted a nearly twice as high NPV/capital cost ratio in Asia than in 
Africa. The research on project types did not lead to any further conclusions due to 
missing data for the total project funding. 
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When comparing appraisal and result values of a data set of 67 projects where 
“high-value” NPVs were excluded a slightly decreasing minimum NPV but an in-
creasing maximum NPV by as well slightly increasing capital and total project costs  
at the result stage was shown. 
Chapter 4.5 outlined the analysis on project ERRs. It demonstrated that the ERRs, 
excluding the 20 “high-value” ERRs (ERRs equal or greater than 100 percent), from 
the non-NPV projects were between 18.91 and 31.35 percent, comparable to those 
of the total ERR group but noticeably higher than the corresponding discount rate 
of 10.83 percent. Furthermore, the continental comparison of the “high-values” ex-
cluded data set showed similar values for the ERRs of the NPV projects, but a higher 
maximum ERR value for non-NPV projects of 35.57 percent in Africa vs. 23.97 per-
cent in Asia. 
Using the overall project performance and the results of the disclosed ERRs to cal-
culate potential ERR outcomes for the remainder of non-financial indicator projects 
gave result of positive outcomes of a calculated minimum ERR of 16.42 percent and 
a maximum of 29.42 percent which were considerably higher than the standard dis-
count rate of 11 percent. However, those results can only be regarded as approxi-
mations due to limitations in the calculation approach. 
In the next step various NPVCRs were calculated and compared. For both –the 
initial and the standardized NPVCRs– the outcomes were (highly) positive. Specifi-
cally looking at the standardized values, the total-capital plus recurring costs 
NPVCR indicators were between 1.29 for the weighted minimum and 2.17 for the 
unweighted maximum case when excluding “high-value” NPVs and using the 
weighted recurring costs coefficient of 2.64. 
The calculation of the capital SROI ratio also showed positive results. Even when 
using the initial and unadjusted unweighted recurring costs coefficient of 13.29, both 
weighted and unweighted ratios were positive. Excluding all “high-value” projects, 
the remaining 158 projects showed positive results of 1.09 and 1.17 for the weighted 
and 1.46 and 1.94 for the unweighted ratio using the weighted coefficient of 2.64. 
The continent comparison based on the whole data set showed higher capital SROI 
ratios in Asia for any recurring costs coefficient. For the cleaned-up data set it can 
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be noted that Asia disclosed slightly higher weighted and more stable and predicta-
ble unweighted ratios.  
Calculating the theoretic minimum SROI disclosed positive results for all 168 pro-
jects: Except when using the initial unadjusted, unweighted recurring costs indicator 
of 13.29, the weighted ratios were below 1 with arithmetic means of 0.74 in the 
minimum and 0.82 in the maximum case, whereat the unweighted SROI ratio lay 
between 0.98 and 1.25. Excluding the “high-value” projects positive results were 
only displayed for the fully embellished recurring costs coefficient of 0.62. For the 
adjusted recurring costs coefficient of 1.17 the weighted minimum ratio was already 
at 0.94. Using the weighted recurring costs coefficient of 2.64 only the unweighted 
ratio stayed positive, whereas both weighted ratios lowered to 0.82 and 0.89. The 
continental comparison of the complete and the “high-value” embellished data set 
showed higher ratios for the Asian continent for both ratios using comparable high 
recurring costs coefficients. The African weighted results seemed to indicate value 
degeneration from a monetary point of view. On the other hand the unweighted ra-
tios showed that on average a positive outcome was generated by projects regard-
less of the monetary size with respect to project costs. 
In the first step of the final chapter projects responsible for “high-value” recurring 
costs coefficients were identified. Excluding those projects caused the unweighted 
recurring costs coefficient to drop from 12.99 to 2.4 for the LDC “high-value” embel-
lished data set. In the second step 10 projects with calculated minimum NPVs of 
less than -200 Mio USD with high total project costs were identified and excluded 
from the data set. The remaining 148 projects disclosed positive weighted and un-
weighted capital SROI ratios based on the weighted recurring costs coefficient of 3 
corresponding to the data set. Furthermore, the minimum SROI ratio disclosed val-
ues of 1 and 1.06 in the weighted and the 1.3 and 1.72 in the unweighted case. In 
the last step projects disclosing the highest minimum SROIs were further analyzed. 
Those were projects with about 2.5 times above the average NPVs of 104 and 112 
Mio USD and lower NPV related capital and total project costs of 40 and 42 Mio 
USD as well as a specific focus on the ‘Power’ sector code. 
As a result from the performed economic and financial analysis, it can be concluded 
the outcome of the theoretic calculated minimum SROI does signal a positive effect 
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on the LDCs. For both types of the ratio –weighted and unweighted– the outcomes 
were all above 1, with a minimum weighted ratio of 1 (rounded down). This means 
that the WB delivers development aid projects successfully and in general increases 
the welfare of the recipient country.  
Looking at the qualitative analysis of the ICR sustainability ratings, it is obvious that 
fiduciary risk was the primary risk affecting 54.8 percent of the negative     sustain-
ability projects representing approx. 20 percent of the researched projects of the 
LDCs. The fiduciary risk was followed by the implementation capacity, and thereaf-
ter, by project specific risks, whereas risks in lowest ranking were infrastructure and 
political risks. The continental risks comparison showed that Asian projects were 
more often affected by all types of risks. The 2 main differences between continents 
were found in the governmental and security risk types. In Asia, projects with nega-
tive sustainability showed 15 or higher percentages for both risk types. The differ-
ences in the governmental risk type could potentially be explained by Asian govern-
ments being overburdened whereat the differences in the security risk type were 
contributed by Afghanistan undergoing a war period for several years. When con-
trolling for project types the major variance was found in the health-related project 
types. In this context, fiduciary risks showed to be the only noticeable difference 
affecting 75 percent of the negative sustainability health-related projects in Africa, 
whereat no noteworthy detection for Asia was found.  
Even though there were fewer negative bank than borrower performance ratings 
(134 negative bank performances vs. 167 negative borrower performance ratings), 
the qualitative data analyses –following the same approach for both performance 
rating categories– showed similarities in the setup of the main categories. At a LDC 
level, the implementation framework category was the major category affecting 96 
percent of all negative bank performance projects (or 16.2 percent of all 790 re-
searched ICR reports). Furthermore, major effects on the bank performance were 
shown from the monitoring and controlling category at 87.3 percent and the bank 
competence category at 84.3 percent. In comparison the borrower performance 
mostly suffered from the borrower competence category affecting 91.6 percent of all 
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167 projects (equivalent to every fifth project researched within this paper). The sec-
ond and third ranked categories –resources and capacity and the implementation 
framework– affected only half of the negative borrower performance projects. 
The outcome in terms of category relevance to the LDCs was shared by the African 
and Asian continents for both rating categories. The continental comparison of the 
bank performance showed similarities among the most relevant categories, whereas 
differences were found in the sub-categories. Higher percentages were found for 
the general sub-categories of the implementation framework as well as for the KPIs 
sub-category in Africa. On the other hand Asia disclosed higher percentage values 
for the risks and issues sub-category but as well for the resources and capacity 
category. In general, Asian projects were on average more often affected by any 
main category than the African projects –except for the budget and financing cate-
gory. In terms of the continental borrower performance the comparison showed that 
the borrower competence category was the major reasoning group accounting for 
over 90 percent in both continents. Differences were found in the implementation 
framework category (46.7 percent in Africa and 61.9 percent in Asia) and in the 
budget and financing category which showed nearly no relevance for the Asian pro-
jects (4.8 percent) but affected 29.2 percent of the negative borrower performance 
projects in Africa. 
In conclusion, findings of this paper support the general demand to provide even 
more development assistance to the LDCs. As shown, fiduciary risks are the major 
reason affecting the sustainability of most projects delivered to the LDCs. A move 
into the right direction would be the outcome-oriented continuation of the debt for-
giveness discussion and the establishment of better global trade terms between do-
nor states and the LDCs. Specifically the access to better technology standards and 
improved channels of resources and knowledge transfers could further improve the 
situation. Customized trainings on project processes and the surrounding project 
conditions for the planned resources need to be ensured. Further, preventing 
planned staff of the implementation agencies heading for other opportunities by im-
plementing appropriate incentive systems is another possibility to keep the 
knowledge within the project environment. Specifically the development and correct 
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treatment of resources and project capacity is the key, not only for future sustaina-
bility, but as well for an improved bank and borrower performance. In order to mini-
mize governmental risks project responsible from the donor side should get a better 
understanding and feeling on how to support the governments, e.g. through the es-
tablishment of regulatory rules and laws. Recommendations in terms of country risks 
are difficult to make. Understandably, countries in a war situation do have an even 
higher need for external support and aid. However, credits and funds are often mis-
used by various parties for conflict-related self-interests. In order to start overcoming 
such conflict and war related hurdles actions such as carefully selecting cooperation 
partners within the country and the establishment of a trustful future negation basis 
need to be undertaken. In terms of the bank performance the action of the WB to 
take a closer look at its own project management team in order to improve related 
tasks, coordination and administration will help to further decrease issues with the 
bank competence. Issues related to project design, project KPIs and PDOs also 
require an advanced and more precise evaluation and setup of the project frame-
work –including resources and the project environment– from the bank’s side. Look-
ing at the borrower performance there is a specific need to support the government, 
its institutions and agencies in order to increase the competence, management and 
leadership of the borrower. Here, the WB can take a leading role in order to support 
and guide the borrower, strengthen the implementation process and increase the 
commitment towards the PDOs. As stated above, skilled, knowledgeable and com-
mitted resources are all key challenges in order to improve the performance of the 
Borrower. Last but not least the evaluation and consideration of planned systems, 
technologies as well as the political and macroeconomic context play a key role in 
order to improve performances and successfully deliver development aid.  
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8 Critical Acclaim and Recommendations 
There are some critical points to the approach and the data set itself which need to 
be noted in regards to this dissertation project. First of all, the portfolio values gen-
erated under this research project are based on different ICR disclosure dates and 
very often on local currencies. Even though many reports already outline the eco-
nomic and financial outcomes based on USD, those outcomes are tied to the cur-
rency conversion rate of the corresponding ICR specific calculation date. Thus it 
was not possible to account for currency fluctuations. Another critical point to note 
is the fact that many ICR reports outlining an overall-NPV simply provide this infor-
mation at an ‘overall project’ level. Whether or not all project costs were considered 
is, however, often not part of the financial description. Even though the ERRs of the 
546 non-financial indicator projects (projects with no financial indicators disclosed) 
based on the overall project performance were positive, it is difficult to conclusively 
determine if NPVs respectively SORIs are also positive. As no other economic or 
financial related indicator was available, evaluation and making final conclusions 
based on ERR outcomes alone would most likely lead to distorted statements. Fur-
thermore, data quality issues associated with total project costs by project type 
made it nearly impossible to undertake the continental comparison of any of the 
economic and financial indicators. Another dimension to be considered is the gen-
eral question on how biased are the outlined economic and financial results as well 
as the rating category outcomes. Even though an exemplary comparison of 40 pro-
ject ICR rating category outcomes and the IEG evaluation of the same projects 
showed that the rating outcomes are very similar 291, it is a known fact that the ICR 
reports are established by a WB owned department. Although minor differences can 
be found within the sub-rating categories of the project overall, bank and borrower 
performances and the sustainability rating (noting that the IEG ratings are generally 
more negative), it cannot be assumed that the outcomes of rating categories directly 
correlate to the financial outcomes. That the result NPVs and any other economic 
                                              
291 Cf. Appendices CN and EL provide an overview of the comparison of the ICR rating category 
outcomes and the IEG ratings as well as the listing of the compared reports. 
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and financial indicators are only based on projections into the future and whether 
the outlined results have been or will be achieved would need to be evaluated fur-
ther. In order to do so post-evaluations monitoring post-project developments by 
including independent evaluation institutions are necessary. In regards to the inter-
pretation of the minimum SROI calculation it needs to be noted that although the 
148 LDC projects outline positive outcomes for the weighted and unweighted mini-
mum SROI ratio, the approach of “excluding projects from the data set” can be ar-
gued. On the other hand it can also be argued that “high-value” NPV projects should 
be part of the data set. Obviously, single extremely high or low runaway values can 
always distort and bias a data set. Therefore, excluding “high-value” NPV projects 
which would actually ensure positive minimum SROI ratios, justifies the exclusion of 
the most negative minimum SROI ratios on the other side. The one thing which both 
–the “high-value” NPV and the most negative calculated minimum NPV projects– 
have in common are above-average high costs. First of all, the NPV capital costs 
are at least twice as high as the LDC average of about 66 Mio USD. Secondly, the 
total project costs are even 3.5 times higher than the LDC average of 126 Mio USD. 
Therefore, as a recommendation for future project execution the evaluation process 
must ensure that all potential risks and issues are taken into account. Additionally, 
the execution of such process should be guided by a well-tailored monitoring pro-
cess, such as using phase-specific quality gates which ensure that deliverables can 
be met in the right quality and at the right time. Furthermore, specifically projects 
disclosing minimum SROIs within the unweighted range of 1.3 and 1.72 (refer to 
chapter 4.8.4 Making Meaning of the Results) could serve as best practices of pro-
cesses, setup and delivery. Obviously, the project type needs to be considered 
when reviewing the ICR documents. However, the lessons learned provided as part 
of each ICR document provide valuable information which could lay the foundation 
for the establishment of “best practices for development aid delivery”. Last but not 
least it needs to be noted that even for negative NPV projects a value for the society 
could still possibly be created since delivering development aid is not only related 
to monetary aspects, but also to supporting and bringing communities and states to 
cooperate together to ensure knowledge transfers in the global community.  
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9 Outlook and Future Research 
Based on the initial data load in September 2012, 2,000 ICR reports were identified 
out of the 30,500 documents referenced within the country spreadsheets (refer to 
chapter 2.5.1 Data Basis). Even without detailed statistical probability calculations 
the 168 result NPVs of the 790 ICR reports researched in this paper can be regarded 
as significant. Nevertheless, further research and evaluation is warranted to deter-
mine how realistic the disclosed result NPV and ERR outcomes are. Such crucial 
analyses need critical project data and access to personal staff within the country 
and extended project materials and thus require the participation of the WB and the 
involvement of governments. However, engaging in post-project evaluations to val-
idate the outcomes gathered can provide valuable insights. Another valuable re-
search further upon this research paper would be to expand the data basis by eval-
uating the remaining ICR reports before the passing date of the MDGs (9/8/2000). 
Then, a comparison of the outcomes of this paper with the ones of the “pre-MDG 
passing” could be conducted to find out if project delivery improved after the MDG 
agreement. Additionally, any newer reports disclosed after the data extract for this 
research paper in September 2012 could also be considered to further validate the 
outcomes.292 Furthermore, a drill-down into the country results could be worthwhile 
to get a better understanding for country specific results, e.g. highly positive project 
outcomes in Bangladesh.  
In terms of the qualitative data analysis causes for positive performance could be 
further researched. The outcomes could then be aggregated and used to establish 
best practices and recommendations for project deliveries. Additionally, aside from 
researching the positive outcomes, a further drill-down into the negative ones could 
also be conducted. Here cross-analyses considering specific indicator groups, such 
as negative or neutral NPV projects and the corresponding project rating outcomes 
could lead to additional findings helping to improve the delivery of development aid. 
                                              
292 Author’s Note: A suggestion at this stage would be to make use of the already created data basis 
and VBA analysis programs. Please reach out to the author (schaefer.dominik@yahoo.de) for further 
information.   
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Last but not least, non-financial indicator projects could be qualitatively researched 
to get a better understanding why no economic or financial indicators have been 
provided. This would further help to validate if development aid had indeed a positive 
effect on those projects. 
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Appendix A293 
Millennium Development Goals 
 
                                              
293 Source: Millennium Development Goals Indicators – The Official United Nations Site for the MDG 
Indicators (2011). 
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Appendix B294 
Current Progress towards the MDGs 
 
                                              
294 Source: UN (2015): Fact Sheets. 
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Appendix C 
Appraisal Project NPVs greater than 1,000 Mio USD 
 
This table shows the projects which disclose NPV values of more than 1,000 Mio 
USD at the appraisal stage. All values are expressed in Mio USD. The Bangladeshi 
ICR report 35449 discloses a NPV of 11,179 Mio USD and is thus the project with 
the highest disclosed NPV value at the appraisal stage. 
 
Appendix D 
Appraisal Overall-NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding costs for the 
overall-NPV projects in Africa and Asia at the appraisal stage.295 
                                              
295 Author’s Note: Taking a closer look at the overall-NPV projects in Africa, one notices slightly lower 
overall-NPV related capital costs (2,482,842,000 USD) than the total project costs (2,483,162,000 
USD). The difference is either due to projects where funding is used for operational and maintenance 
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Appendix E 
Appraisal Partial-NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding costs for the 
partial-NPV projects in Africa and Asia at the appraisal stage. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                              
works or mismatches between the outlined total project costs in the Appendices of the ICR docu-
ments (refer to table 2: ICR Report Chapter Structure: Annex 1 - Project Costs and Financing) and 
the costs disclosed in the detailed NPV calculation tables (if available). 
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Appendix F 
Sector Codes of the NPV Projects of the LDCs 
 
This table provides an overview of all available sector codes of the 168 NPV projects 
of the LDCs. The total %-points are 168 with a %-share of 100 percent. The total 
WB costs are approx. 9,110 Mio USD. 
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Appendix G 
Shared Sector Codes of the NPV Projects 
 
This table shows the projects and their shared sector codes. Except those with 1 
sector code only, none of the projects sharing 2 or more sector codes discloses 
matching %-points for the sector codes. 
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Appendix H 
Sector Code Category Mapping of the NPV Projects
  
 254 
 
 
This table shows the project type mapping of the 61 sector codes of the 168 result 
NPV projects and their corresponding %-share as well as the WB costs in Mio USD. 
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Appendix I 
Neutral Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the neutral total, overall- and partial-NPVs and 
the corresponding cost values of the LDCs. 
 
Appendix J 
Negative Result NPV and Cost Values of the LDCs 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the negative total, overall- and partial-NPVs 
and the corresponding cost values of the LDCs. 
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Appendix K 
Result Project NPVs greater than 1,000 Mio USD 
 
This table shows projects that disclose NPV values of more than 1,000 Mio USD at 
the result stage. All values are expressed in Mio USD. Interestingly, all 4 Asian “high-
value” projects are Bangladeshi projects, with ICR report 35449 disclosing a NPV 
of 28,918 Mio USD. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 257 
 
Appendix L 
Sector Codes of the 7 “high-value” NPV Projects 
 
This table shows the sector codes of the 7 “high-value” NPV projects with WB fi-
nancing. Note that the ‘Water Supply’ sector code is absent from the top 12 sector 
codes listing, but ‘Crops’, ‘Primary education’, and  ‘General education sector’ sector 
codes are included in the list. 
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Appendix M 
Sector Codes of the NPV projects of the LDCs excluding “high-value” NPVs
 
This table provides an overview of all available sector codes of the 161 NPV projects 
of the LDCs when “high-value” NPV projects are excluded. 
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Appendix N 
Sector Code Category Mapping excluding “high-value” NPVs 
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This table shows the project type mapping of the 61 sector codes of the 161 result 
NPV projects and their corresponding %-share as well as the WB costs in Mio USD 
when the 7 “high-value” NPVs are excluded. 
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Appendix O 
Result Overall-NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding costs for the 
overall-NPV projects in Africa and Asia at the result stage. 
 
Appendix P 
Result Partial-NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding costs for the 
partial-NPV projects in Africa and Asia at the result stage. 
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Appendix Q 
Sector Codes of the African NPV Projects 
 
This table provides an overview of all available sector codes of the African NPV 
projects. 
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Appendix R 
Sector Codes of the Asian NPV Projects 
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This table provides an overview of all available sector codes of the Asian NPV pro-
jects. 
 
Appendix S 
Sector Code Category Mapping of Africa and Asia 
 
 265 
 
 
 This table shows the project type mapping of the 61 sector codes of the 168 African 
and Asian NPV projects and their corresponding %-share as well as the WB costs 
in Mio USD. 
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Appendix T 
Positive Result Total NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding cost values 
of Africa and Asia for the positive total NPV projects of the result stage. 
 
Appendix U 
Positive Result Overall-NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding cost values 
of Africa and Asia for the positive overall-NPV projects of the result stage. 
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Appendix V 
Positive Result Partial-NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding cost values 
of Africa and Asia for the positive partial-NPV projects of the result stage. 
 
Appendix W 
Neutral Result Overall-NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding cost values 
of Africa and Asia for the neutral overall-NPV projects of the result stage. 
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Appendix X 
Neutral Result Partial-NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding cost values 
of Africa and Asia for the neutral partial-NPV projects of the result stage. 
 
Appendix Y 
Negative Result Overall-NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding cost values 
of Africa and Asia for the negative overall-NPV projects of the result stage. 
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Appendix Z 
Negative Result Partial-NPV and Cost Values Comparison of Africa and Asia 
 
This table compares the outcomes of the NPVs and the corresponding cost values 
of Africa and Asia for the negative partial-NPV projects of the result stage. 
 
Appendix AA 
Result Overall-NPVs of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” NPV Projects 
 
This table shows the results of the overall-NPV projects of Africa and Asia. 
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Appendix AB 
Result Partial-NPVs of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” NPV Projects 
 
This table shows the results of the partial-NPV projects of Africa and Asia. 
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Appendix AC 
Sector Codes of Africa excluding “high-value” NPVs 
 
This table provides an overview of all available sector codes of the African NPV 
projects when the 3 “high-value” NPV projects are excluded. 
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Appendix AD 
Sector Codes of Asia excluding “high-value” NPVs 
 
This table provides an overview of all available sector codes of the Asian NPV pro-
jects when the 4 “high-value” NPV projects are excluded. 
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Appendix AE 
Sector Code Category Mapping of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” 
NPVs 
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This table shows the project type mapping of the 61 sector codes of the 161 African 
and Asian NPV projects and their corresponding %-share as well as the WB costs 
in Mio USD when the 7 “high-value” NPV projects are excluded 
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Appendix AF 
Overall-NPVs of the LDCs at Appraisal and Result Stage 
 
This table shows the results for the overall-NPV and cost values of the LDCs at the 
appraisal and result stage in comparison. 
 
Appendix AG 
Partial-NPVs of the LDCs at the Appraisal and Result Stage 
 
This table shows the results for the partial-NPV and cost values of the LDCs at the 
appraisal and result stage in comparison. 
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Appendix AH 
Appraisal vs. Result Project NPVs greater than 1,000 Mio USD
 
This table shows the NPV projects which do discloses “high-value” NPVs for the 
appraisal and/or the result stage. The Bangladeshi project “35449” is the project 
disclosing the highest NPV values for the appraisal and the result stage. 
 
Appendix AI 
Overall-NPVs of the LDCs at the Appraisal and Result Stage excluding “high-
value” NPVs 
 
This table shows the results of the overall-NPVs and the related capital cost values 
of the LDCs at the appraisal and the result stage when excluding the “high-value” 
projects. 
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Appendix AJ 
Partial-NPVs of the LDCs at the Appraisal and Result Stage excluding “high-
value” NPVs 
 
This table shows the results of the partial-NPVs and the related capital cost values 
of the LDCs at the appraisal and the result stage when excluding the “high-value” 
projects. 
 
Appendix AK 
Overall-NPVs of Africa and Asia at the Appraisal and Result Stage 
 
This table shows the results of the overall-NPVs and the related capital cost values 
of Africa and Asia at the appraisal and the result stage. 
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Appendix AL 
Partial-NPVs of Africa and Asia at the Appraisal and Result Stage 
 
This table shows the results of the partial-NPVs and the related capital cost values 
of Africa and Asia at the appraisal and the result stage. 
 
Appendix AM 
Overall-NPVs of Africa and Asia at the Appraisal and Result Stage excluding 
“high-value” NPVs 
 
This table shows the results of the overall-NPVs and the related capital cost values 
of Africa and Asia at the appraisal and the result stage when excluding the “high-
value” projects. 
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Appendix AN 
Partial-NPVs of Africa and Asia at the Appraisal and Result Stage excluding 
“high-value” NPVs 
 
This table shows the results of the partial-NPVs and the related capital cost values 
of Africa and Asia at the appraisal and the result stage when excluding the “high-
value” projects. 
 
Appendix AO 
Result Overall-ERRs of the LDCs 
 
This table shows the results of the overall-ERRs and the corresponding cost values 
of the LDCs at the result stage. A distinction has been provided between the total of 
the overall-ERRs, the overall-ERRs of projects disclosing a NPV and the ones for 
non-NPV projects. 
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Appendix AP 
Result Partial-ERRs of the LDCs 
 
This table shows the results of the partial-ERRs and the corresponding cost values 
of the LDCs at the result stage. A distinction has been provided between the total of 
the partial-ERRs, the partial-ERRs of projects disclosing a NPV and the ones for 
non-NPV projects. 
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Appendix AQ 
Result Project ERRs greater than 100 % 
 
This table shows the ERR projects which do disclose percentages of above 100. All 
values are expressed in percentage [%]. 
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Appendix AR 
Result Overall-ERRs of the LDCs excluding “high-value” Projects 
 
This table shows the results of the overall-ERRs and the corresponding cost values 
of the LDCs at the result stage when “high-value” ERR projects are excluded. A 
distinction has been provided between the total of the overall-ERRs, the overall-
ERRs of projects disclosing a NPV and the ones for non-NPV projects. 
 
Appendix AS 
Result Partial-ERRs of the LDCs excluding “high-value” Projects 
 
This table shows the results of the partial-ERRs and the corresponding cost values 
of the LDCs at the result stage when “high-value” ERR projects are excluded A dis-
tinction has been provided between the total of the partial-ERRs, the partial-ERRs 
of projects disclosing a NPV and the ones for non-NPV projects. 
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Appendix AT 
Result Overall-ERRs of Africa and Asia 
 
This table shows the results of the overall-ERRs and the corresponding cost values 
of the African and Asian continents at the result stage. A distinction has been pro-
vided between the total of the overall-ERRs, the overall-ERRs of projects disclosing 
a NPV and the ones for non-NPV projects. 
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Appendix AU 
Result Partial-ERRs of Africa and Asia 
 
This table shows the results of the partial-ERRs and the corresponding cost values 
of the African and Asian continents at the result stage. A distinction has been pro-
vided between the total of the partial-ERRs, the partial-ERRs of projects disclosing 
a NPV and the ones for non-NPV projects. 
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Appendix AV 
Result Overall-ERRs of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” ERRs 
 
This table shows the results of the overall-ERRs and the corresponding cost values 
of the African and Asian continents at the result stage based on the exclusion of 
“high-value” overall-ERRs. A distinction has been provided between the total of the 
overall-ERRs, the overall-ERRs of projects disclosing a NPV and the ones for non-
NPV projects. 
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Appendix AW 
Result Partial-ERRs of Africa and Asia excluding “high-value” ERRs 
 
This table shows the results of the partial-ERRs and the corresponding cost values 
of the African and Asian continents at the result stage based on the exclusion of 
“high-value” partial-ERRs. A distinction has been provided between the total of the 
partial-ERRs, the partial-ERRs of projects disclosing a NPV and the ones for non-
NPV projects. 
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Appendix AX 
Result Net Benefits of the LDCs – 1 
 
This table shows the first 2 groups of the result Net Benefits of the LDCs, providing 
a view of the overall and partial-Net Benefits and corresponding cost values. 
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Appendix AY 
Result Net Benefits of the LDCs – 2 
 
This table shows the remaining 3 groups of the result Net Benefits of the LDCs, 
providing the breakdown by overall- and partial-Net Benefits and corresponding cost 
values. 
 
Appendix AZ 
Result Project Net Benefits greater than 1,000 Mio USD 
 
This table shows the 5 identified “high-value” Net Benefit projects.  
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Appendix BA 
Result Net Benefits of the LDCs excluding “high-value” Net Benefits – 1 
 
This table shows the first 2 groups of the result Net Benefits of the LDCs when “high-
value” Net Benefits are excluded, with a breakdown by overall- and partial-Net Ben-
efits and corresponding cost values. 
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Appendix BB 
Result Net Benefits of the LDCs excluding “high-value” Net Benefits – 2 
 
This table shows the remaining 3 groups of the result Net Benefits of the LDCs when 
“high-value” Net Benefits are excluded, providing a breakdown by overall- and par-
tial-Net Benefits and corresponding cost values. 
 
Appendix BC 
Result Project FNPVs greater than 1,000 Mio USD 
 
This table shows the FNPV project which does disclose a FNPV value above 1,000 
Mio USD. 
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Appendix BD 
Result FNPVs 
 
This table shows the total FNPVs based on the 5 grouping differentiation of the re-
sult stage. 
 
Appendix BE 
Result FNPV Comparison  
 
This table shows the total, positive, neutral and negative FNPVs of the result stage.  
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Appendix BF 
Result FNPV and FRR Objects of Consideration 
 
This table shows the FRR and FNPV projects and the corresponding objects of con-
sideration. The “Financial Indicator” column indicates if the report discloses a FNPV 
and/or FRR. 
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Appendix BG 
Result FNPV Comparison excluding the single “high-value” FNPV 
 
This table shows the total, positive, neutral and negative FNPVs of the result stage 
when the single “high-value” FNPV is excluded. 
 
Appendix BH 
Result Project FRRs greater than 100 % 
 
This table shows the FRR projects which disclose percentages above 100. All val-
ues are expressed in percentage [%]. 
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Appendix BI 
Result Project FRRs excluding “high-value” FRRs 
 
This table shows the outcomes of the 5 groups for the result FRRs when the 3 “high-
value” FRRs are excluded. 
 
Appendix BJ 
Negative Project Shares – Groups Comparison 1 excluding all “High-values” 
 
This table shows the results for the groups comparison 1 when all “high-values” of 
all financial indicators are excluded. There are no noteworthy changes compared to 
the group comparison of all values. 
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Appendix BK 
Negative Project Shares – Groups Comparison 2 excluding all “High-values” 
 
This table shows the results for the groups comparison 2 when all “high-values” of 
all financial indicators are excluded. There are no noteworthy changes compared to 
the group comparison of all values. 
 
Appendix BL 
Negative Project Shares – Groups Comparison 3 excluding all “High-values” 
 
This table shows the results for the groups comparison 3 when all “high-values” of 
all financial indicators are excluded. 
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Appendix BM 
Negative Project Shares – Groups Comparison 3 excluding “high-value” 
ERRs 
 
This table shows the results for the groups comparison 3 when “high-value” ERRs 
are excluded. 
 
Appendix BN 
Negative Project Shares – Groups Comparison 4 excluding all “High-values” 
 
This table shows the results for the groups comparison 4 when “high-value” ERRs 
are excluded. 
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Appendix BO 
Negative Project Shares of the NPV Projects 
 
This table shows the results of the negative project shares of the NPV projects. 
 
Appendix BP 
Negative Project Shares of the NPV Projects excluding “high-value” NPVs 
 
This table shows the results of the negative project shares of the NPV projects when 
the 7 “high-value” NPV projects are excluded. 
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Appendix BQ 
Negative Project Shares of the NPV Projects excluding all “High-values” 
 
This table shows the results of the negative project shares of the NPV projects when 
all “high-value” projects of all financial indicators are excluded. 
 
Appendix BR 
Negative Project Shares of the ERR Projects 
 
This table shows the results of the negative project shares of the ERR projects. 
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Appendix BS 
Negative Project Shares of the ERR Projects excluding “high-value” ERRs 
 
This table shows the results of the negative project shares of the ERR projects when 
the 20 “high-value” ERR projects are excluded. 
 
Appendix BT 
Negative Project Shares of the ERR Projects excluding all “High-values” 
 
This table shows the results of the negative project shares of the ERR projects when 
all “high-value” projects of all financial indicators are excluded. 
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Appendix BU 
Calculated ERRs of Non-Financial Indicator Projects – Unweighted ERR 
Share Factor  
 
This table shows the calculated ERRs of the non-financial indicator projects based 
on the unweighted calculation of the ERR share factor. 
 
Appendix BV 
Calculated ERRs of Non-Financial Indicator Projects – Weighted Option 1 
 
This table shows the calculated ERRs of the non-financial indicator projects based 
on the weighted option 1, whereat the ERR share factor is already weighted. 
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Appendix BW 
Calculated ERRs of Non-Financial Indicator Projects – Weighted Option 2 
 
This table shows the calculated ERRs of the non-financial indicator projects based 
on the weighted option 2 using an unweighted ERR share factor. In this option the 
weighted-arithmetic mean (W-) of 19.37 and 27.9 percent is calculated based on 
the weighted minimum and maximum calculated ERRs of the source groups. 
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Appendix BX 
Calculated ERRs of Non-Financial Indicator Projects excluding “High-val-
ues” – Unweighted ERR Share Factor  
 
This table shows the calculated ERRs of the non-financial indicator projects based 
on the unweighted calculation of the ERR share factor. “High-value” projects have 
been excluded. 
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Appendix BY 
Calculated ERRs of Non-Financial Indicator Projects excluding “High-val-
ues” – Weighted Option 1 
 
This table shows the calculated ERRs of the non-financial indicator projects based 
on the weighted option 1 when “high-values” are excluded, whereat the ERR share 
factor is already weighted. 
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Appendix BZ 
Calculated ERRs of Non-Financial Indicator Projects excluding “High-val-
ues” – Weighted Option 2 
 
This table shows the calculated ERRs of the non-financial indicator projects based 
on the weighted option 2 when “high-values” are excluded and using an unweighted 
ERR share factor. In this option the weighted-arithmetic mean (W-) of 14.25 and 
18.79 percent is calculated based on the weighted min respectively max calculated 
ERRs of the source groups. 
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Appendix CA 
ICR and IEG Project Rating Comparison Projects 
 
This table shows the projects for which the ICR rating category outcomes and the 
IEG project ratings have been compared. 
 
Appendix CB 
Result “high-value” Projects greater than 1,000 Mio USD  
 
This table shows 3 “high-value” projects. One of them discloses total project costs 
of 3,947 Mio USD and 2 recurring costs of above 1,000 Mio USD. 
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Appendix CC 
Unweighted Recurring Costs Coefficients of the LDCs 
 
This table shows the 3 unweighted recurring costs coefficients of the LDCs. In order 
to arrive at a mean coefficient of 1.34 the 10 above 10 coefficients need to be ex-
cluded from the whole of 41 coefficients. In order to arrive at a coefficient of 0.62 
additional 3 coefficients above 5 need to be excluded. 
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Appendix CD 
Recurring Costs Coefficient 0.62 of the LDCs 
 
This table shows the outcome of the recurring costs ratios of the LDCs based on a 
coefficient of 0.62.  
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Appendix CE 
Recurring Costs Coefficients of the LDCs excluding “high-value” Projects 
 
This table shows the 3 unweighted recurring costs coefficients of the LDCs when 
the 10 “high-value” projects are excluded from the whole of 39 coefficients. In order 
to arrive at a mean coefficient of 1.17 the 9 above 10 coefficients need to be ex-
cluded. In order to arrive at a coefficient of 0.62 additional 2 coefficients above 5 
need to be excluded. 
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Appendix CF 
Recurring Costs Coefficient 0.62 of the LDCs excluding “high-value” Pro-
jects 
 
This table shows the outcome of the recurring costs ratios of the LDCs based on a 
coefficient of 0.62 and the exclusion of the 10 “high-value” projects. 
 
Appendix CG 
Recurring Costs Coefficient 0.56 of Africa 
 
This table shows the outcome of the recurring costs ratios of Africa based on a 
coefficient of 0.56. 
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Appendix CH 
Recurring Costs Coefficient 0.77 of Asia 
 
This table shows the outcome of the recurring costs ratios of Asia based on a coef-
ficient of 0.77. 
 
Appendix CI 
Recurring Costs Coefficient 0.56 of Africa excluding “high-value” Projects 
 
This table shows the outcome of the recurring costs ratios of Africa based on a 
coefficient of 0.56 and the exclusion of the 5 African “high-value” projects. 
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Appendix CJ 
Recurring Costs Coefficient 0.77 of Asia excluding “high-value” Projects 
 
This table shows the outcome of the recurring costs ratios of Asia based on a coef-
ficient of 0.77 and the exclusion of the 5 Asian “high-value” projects.  
 
Appendix CK 
Sector Codes of the 5 „high-value” Recurring Costs Coefficient Projects 
 
This table shows the sector codes of the WB funds of the “high-value” recurring 
costs coefficient projects.  
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Appendix CL 
Sector Codes of the 10 „high-value” negative Minimum NPV Projects 
 
This table shows the sector codes of the WB funds of the “high-value” negative min-
imum NPV projects after adjustment of the NPVs.  
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Appendix CM 
Sector Codes of LDC Projects with Minimum SROIs greater than or equal to 
1.3 
 
This table shows the sector codes of the WB funds of the LDC Projects with Mini-
mum SROIs greater than or equal to 1.3. 
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Appendix CN296 
Process of Execution of the Content Analysis 
 
 
Appendix CO297 
Quality at Entry Rating Categories 
 
This table shows the rating categories of the quality at entry dimension of the bank 
performance. 
                                              
296 Source: Hausmann/Rudolph (2014), s. 8. 
297 Source: WB (2013), p. 43. 
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Appendix CP298 
Quality of Supervision Rating Categories 
 
This table shows the rating categories of the quality of supervision dimension of the 
bank performance. 
 
Appendix CQ299 
Government Performance Rating Categories 
 
This table shows the rating categories of the government performance dimension of 
the borrower performance. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                              
298 Source: WB (2013), p. 44. 
299 Source: WB (2013), p. 47. 
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Appendix CR300 
Implementation Agency Performance Rating Categories 
 
This table shows the rating categories of the implementation agency performance 
dimension of the borrower performance. 
 
Appendix CS 
Appropriate Codes for the most common Types of Reasons 
                                              
300 Source: WB (2013), p. 49. 
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Appendix CT 
Reasons for “Unlikely” and “Highly Unlikely” Sustainability across all LDCs 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unlikely” and “Highly Unlikely” sustainability rat-
ings across all LDCs. 
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Appendix CU 
Project Type Category Mapping of the Negative Sustainability Projects of the 
LDCs 
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This illustration shows the outcome of the sector codes mapped to project type cat-
egories. For each of the sector codes respectively project types the %-share based 
on the corresponding %-points is given. 
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Appendix CV 
Negative Sustainability Projects with matching Sector Codes 
 
This table shows the result of any negative sustainability projects within the LDCs 
with common sector codes. It needs to be noted that only where there is only 1 
 321 
 
sector code available the %-points for this sector code are the same for the projects 
sharing this sector code (namely 1 %-point). 
 
Appendix CW 
Reasons for “Unlikely” and “Highly Unlikely” Sustainability in Haiti 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unlikely” and “Highly Unlikely” sustainability rat-
ings based on 3 respectively 4 projects. 
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Appendix CX 
Reasons for “Unlikely” and “Highly Unlikely” Sustainability in Africa 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unlikely” and “Highly Unlikely” sustainability ra-
tings in Africa. 
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Appendix CY 
Reasons for “Unlikely” and “Highly Unlikely” Sustainability in Asia 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unlikely” and “Highly Unlikely” sustainability ra-
tings in Asia. 
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Appendix CZ 
Project Type Category Mapping of the Negative Sustainability Projects of Af-
rica and Asia 
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This illustration shows the outcome of the sector codes mapped to project type cat-
egories. For each of the sector codes respectively project types the %-share based 
on the corresponding %-points is given. 
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Appendix DA  
Risk Percentage Outcome of African ‘Health’ related Projects 
 
This table shows a comparison of risk types and their corresponding percentage of 
distribution over all African negative sustainability projects (“% of Projects” with re-
lationship to 174 total projects) and specific African health-related projects (“% of 
Health Projects” with relationship to 54 projects). Fiduciary risks do affect roughly 
about 75 percent of all health related projects in Africa – which is 15 percent more 
than compared to all negative sustainability projects in Africa – and thus mainly con-
tributes to the higher percentage in the African country. Following this, there is a 
slight increase of variance amongst the implementation capacity/ institutional risks. 
Other than that there are no noteworthy differences. 
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Appendix DB  
Reasons for Negative Bank Performance of the LDCs – Landing 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative bank performance across the LDCs for 
the landing dimension. 
 
Appendix DC  
Reasons for Negative Bank Performance of the LDCs – Supervision 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative bank performance across the LDCs for 
the quality of supervision dimension. 
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Appendix DD  
Reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” Bank Performance across all LDCs 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” bank performance 
across the LDCs and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
 
Appendix DE  
Reasons for “Unsatisfactory” Bank Performance across all LDCs 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unsatisfactory” bank performance across the 
LDCs and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix DF  
Reasons for Negative Bank Performance in Haiti – Landing 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative bank performance in Haiti for the land-
ing dimension. 
 
Appendix DG  
Reasons for Negative Bank Performance in Haiti – Supervision 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative bank performance in Haiti for the qua-
lity of supervision dimension. 
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Appendix DH  
Reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” Bank Performance in Haiti 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” bank performance in 
Haiti and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
 
Appendix DI  
Reasons for “Unsatisfactory” Bank Performance in Haiti 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unsatisfactory” bank performance in Haiti and 
separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix DJ  
Reasons for Negative Bank Performance in Africa – Landing 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative bank performance in Africa for the land-
ing dimension. 
 
Appendix DK  
Reasons for Negative Bank Performance in Africa – Supervision 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative bank performance in Africa for the qual-
ity of supervision dimension. 
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Appendix DL  
Reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” Bank Performance in Africa 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” bank performance in 
Africa and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
 
Appendix DM  
Reasons for “Unsatisfactory” Bank Performance in Africa 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unsatisfactory” bank performance in Africa and 
separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix DN  
Reasons for Negative Bank Performance in Asia – Landing 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative bank performance in Asia for the landing 
dimension. 
 
Appendix DO  
Reasons for Negative Bank Performance in Asia – Supervision 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative bank performance in Asia for the quality 
of supervision dimension. 
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Appendix DP  
Reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” Bank Performance in Asia 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” bank performance in 
Asia and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
 
Appendix DQ  
Reasons for “Unsatisfactory” Bank Performance in Asia 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unsatisfactory” bank performance in Asia and 
separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix DR  
Reasons for Negative Borrower Performance of the LDCs – Government 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative borrower performance across the LDCs 
for the government dimension. 
 
Appendix DS  
Reasons for Negative Borrower Performance of the LDCs – Implementation 
Agency 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative borrower performance across the LDCs 
for the implementation agency. 
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Appendix DT  
Reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance across all 
LDCs 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” borrower performance 
across the LDCs and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix DU  
Reasons for “Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance across all LDCs 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unsatisfactory” borrower performance across the 
LDCs and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix DV  
Reasons for “Highly Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance across all LDCs 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Highly Unsatisfactory” borrower performance 
across the LDCs and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix DW  
Reasons for Negative Borrower Performance in Haiti – Government 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative borrower performance in Haiti for the 
government dimension. 
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Appendix DX  
Reasons for Negative Borrower Performance in Haiti – Implementation 
Agency 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative borrower performance in Haiti for the 
implementation agency dimension. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 341 
 
Appendix DY  
Reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance in Haiti 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” borrower performance 
in Haiti and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix DZ  
Reasons for “Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance in Haiti 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unsatisfactory” borrower performance in Haiti and 
separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix EA  
Reasons for “Highly Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance in Haiti 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Highly Unsatisfactory” borrower performance in 
Haiti and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix EB  
Reasons for Negative Borrower Performance in Africa – Government 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative borrower performance in Africa for the 
government dimension. 
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Appendix EC  
Reasons for Negative Borrower Performance in Africa – Implementation 
Agency 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative borrower performance in Africa for the 
implementation agency dimension. 
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Appendix ED  
Reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance in Africa 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” borrower performance 
in Africa and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix EE  
Reasons for “Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance in Africa 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unsatisfactory” borrower performance in Africa 
and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix EF  
Reasons for “Highly Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance in Africa 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Highly Unsatisfactory” borrower performance in 
Africa and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix EG  
Reasons for Negative Borrower Performance in Asia – Government 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative borrower performance in Asia for the 
government dimension. 
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Appendix EH  
Reasons for Negative Borrower Performance in Asia – Implementation 
Agency 
 
This table shows the reasons for a negative borrower performance in Asia for the 
implementation agency dimension. 
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Appendix EI  
Reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance in Asia 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Moderately Unsatisfactory” borrower performance 
in Asia and separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix EJ  
Reasons for “Unsatisfactory” Borrower Performance in Asia 
 
This table shows the reasons for “Unsatisfactory” borrower performance in Asia and 
separated by the 2 dimensions. 
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Appendix EK 
ICR and IEG Project Rating Comparison Outcome 
 
This table shows the outcome of the exemplary project performance ratings of the 
ICR reports and the evaluation through the IEG. Out of the 40 projects only 7 pro-
jects were not NPV based. 
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